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Better to Give 
Than Receive? 


Weren’t the terrorist attacks in Paris but 
a grisly mirror of those which America 
and its international partners-in-war- 
crimes have been sponsoring and en- 
abling in Syria, and on its beleaguered 
people, for the last four years? 

RUSSELL W. HAAS 

Golden, Colorado 


Gun Control Equals 


Provision of Victims 


Why is it that one of the world’s first 
countries with strict gun laws, France, 
has had a massive terrorist attack? In 
fact, it has had several terrorists attacks 
recently. 

This is just more evidence that if crooks 
and other evil people want guns they will 
be able to get them, and there will always 
be people to supply them. Gun laws that 
only affect the law-abiding citizens only 
promote this type of activity. 

Why is it that most shootings hap- 
pen in gun-free zones? Because they 
are “gun free” zones, and the citizens in 
them should be labeled “targets.” Few if 
any shootings will ever happen in areas 
where citizens can legally carry because 
of judicious state laws. 

So why is it that there is not more 
citizen outcry for the ability to carry in 
areas and states where it is not allowed? 
Have we been brainwashed past the 
point of self-preservation? 

One local sheriff gave advice for people 
in states where it is legal to carry concealed, 
but it is not legal to carry in certain areas. 
Just because a sign says that no guns or 
knives are allowed does not mean that it 
is the law. It only means that the owner 
is requesting you not to have these items, 
and if they see them, they will ask you to 
leave, which you should do. It is only in 
areas where you cannot carry by law, such 
as grade-schools, where you absolutely 
cannot do so. 

People in areas where you cannot 
obtain carry permits should be actively 
petitioning for their Second Amendment 
rights. Do you enjoy being a target? 

WILLIAM F. HINESER, DPM 
Arvada, Colorado 


LETTERS TO THE EDITOR. 


Strains of Socialism 


I watched the first Democrat debate on TV 
and the various strains of socialism: the 
extreme one by Sanders, one somewhat 
less extreme by that lying criminal Hil- 
lary (you know — the wife of impeached 
and disbarred Bill Clinton), and two oth- 
ers of much less importance. The former 
governor of Maryland and mayor of Balti- 
more, Martin O’Malley, was there, though 
the city of Baltimore now competes with 
another Democrat-dominated city, the city 
of Chicago, in being the murder capital of 
the country. 

All of them were in agreement to tax 
the hell out of American corporations, 
which already “enjoy” the highest taxes 
in the industrial world, namely 35 percent 
(plus 10 percent in many states). Those 
taxes together with the rapacious union 
goons — long hand in hand with Demo- 
crats — have forced many businesses to 
“outsource” abroad. 

There was generally agreement, too, 
that the rich must pay more! And the col- 
lege education must be free! Our health- 
care must be free as well! All hospitals and 
clinics and doctors’ offices must be nation- 
alized and unionized under a single-payer 
system! 

And it is all very simple — we just 
have to print another 20 trillion paper 
dollars! And the sheep will follow and 
vote! 

In the meantime the governor of Cali- 
fornia, Jerry “Moonbeam” Brown, has 
printed up some four million voter regis- 
tration cards for illegal aliens living there, 
pre-marked for the Democrats in plain 
Spanish. The Democrat Party has official- 
ly become the Socialist Party — but with 
a strong communist influence. 

In the debate, there was not a single 
question about the lost wars in Afghani- 
stan and Iraq or the failed intervention in 
Syria — which were clearly in the prov- 
ince of former Secretary of State Hillary 
Clinton. But then CNN is an important 
part of our far-left mainstream media. Ml 

Marc JERIC 
Las Vegas 
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2015 Exodus: Almost 10,000 Jews Fled to Israel From 


In 2015, almost 10,000 Jews — the highest annual number ever 
— fled to Israel to escape the escalating terrorist attacks in West- 
ern Europe. This exodus is double the number of Jews who left 
just two years ago, and nearly 8,000 of them were from France. 
France has the third-largest Jewish population in the world, ap- 
proximately 500,000. However, nearly 800 Jews also left Britain 
last year, and large numbers also moved out of Italy and Belgium. 
“That a record number of European Jews feel that Europe is no 


Europe 

longer their home should alarm European leaders and serve as a 
wake-up call for all who are concerned about the future of Eu- 
rope,” declared Natan Sharansky, an Israeli politician and chair- 
man of the Jewish Agency, which advocates for Jews worldwide 
and works closely with the government of Israel. “At the same 
time,” he added, “the fact that Israel has become the number one 
destination for European Jews seeking to build a better future 
elsewhere is a tribute to the appeal of life in Israel and the values 
the Jewish state represents.” 

Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu has openly invited 
Jews in France and in the rest of Europe to emigrate to Israel. 
“Every Jew everywhere should know that they have a home in 
Israel,” he asserted, also commending several European govern- 
ments for taking steps to protect Jews from Islamic terror attacks. 

Not wishing to place themselves in the boiling cauldron of 
Middle Eastern conflicts, most Jews have decided to stay in 
France — for now. Many have expressed gratitude at the in- 
creased security and have decided to “get on with their lives.” 
However, their lives, and the lives of their non-Jewish country- 
men, would be much safer, and their liberty would be more se- 
cure, if large numbers of them were armed. Tragically, in France 
today, restrictive gun laws have largely disarmed the civilian 
population. 


Iran Sanctions Lifted, Crude Prices Likely to Drop Further 


On January 16, European Union High Representive for Foreign 
Affairs and Security Policy Federica Mogherini confirmed the 
end of sanctions against Iran: “The EU has confirmed that the 
legal framework providing for the lifting of its nuclear-related 
economic and financial sanctions is effective. The United States 
today is ceasing the application of its nuclear-related statutory 
sanctions on Iran. All sides remain firmly convinced that this 
historic deal is both strong and fair, and that it meets the require- 
ments of all: its proper implementation will be a key contribu- 
tion to improved regional and international peace, stability and 
security.” 

The release of sanctions isn’t total. European companies will 
be able to resume business relations with Iran, but American 
companies will still be limited by existing terrorism, human 
rights, and ballistic-missile-related sanctions. 

Lower oil prices, already having breached the $30 level, will 
likely sting OPEC members more directly and immediately. 
Many have had to borrow to close their deficits; others have had 
to lay off public-sector workers, while still others (especially 
Saudi Arabia) have been liquidating massive parts of their for- 
eign reserves. Many are cutting their welfare-state benefits, in- 
viting political risks as promises made to citizens are now being 
broken. Contractors in the area are facing delays in being paid, 
while some governments are selling off public assets to raise 
funds to cover their shortfalls. 

There will be little relief from the American oil industry, as 
it continues to produce at the same levels as a year ago despite 


declines in rig counts and oil field workers. And it’s helpful to 
remember that the current prices of crude reflect the highly desir- 
able light crude product preferred by refineries. Other products, 
such as the heavier thick oil sands crude being produced in North 
Dakota and across the border in Canada, are already being sold 
for $15 a barrel or less. 

The addition of Iranian crude into an over-supplied market will 
put even more pressure on OPEC members, hastening the disin- 
tegration of the cartel that tried to outsmart American producers 
by flooding the markets. 
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German Cabinet Official: Europe Can Expect 10 Million More Migrants 


Gerd Miiller, Germany’s federal minister for economic coopera- 
tion and development, warned in a January 9 statement to Bild, 
the country’s largest circulation newspaper, that only 10 percent 
of the migrants heading to Europe have arrived and that eight 
tol0 million more are on their way. 

Germany’s prosperity has made it a favored destination for mi- 
grants fleeing turmoil in places such as Syria, Iraq, and Libya, and 
it has taken in more than half a million of these refugees, more 
than twice as many as the next-highest European Union nation 
— France. However, in September, Germany finally reached its 


limits and blocked train traffic from Salzburg, Austria, to stem the 
tide. Miiller complained, “The protection of external borders is 
not working.... A fair distribution of refugees has not taken place.” 

In warning about the huge upcoming influx of migrants, how- 
ever, Miiller did not propose a closed-borders policy by the EU, 
but instead advocated making provisions for the refugees’ wel- 
fare. He urged Germany to invest in “education, training and 
prospects” to deal with the arrival of desperate refugees. 

Indicating that he considered the arrival of the migrants as in- 
evitable, Miiller said: “We live in a globalized world. We cannot 
build fences around Germany and Europe. When people suffer, 
they will come.” 

The Daily Mail reported on January 11 that Miiller called on 
European countries to create a 10-billion euro fund to assist refu- 
gees who arrive in Europe from the Middle East and North Africa. 

He also said that Turkey, the first EU nation that migrants enter 
on their trek toward Europe, has reached its capacity to accom- 
modate them, and needs the three-billion euro fund it has been 
promised by Europe that has not yet been delivered. 

However, Miiller also warned against Germany accepting too 
many more migrants, saying that it would be impossible to inte- 
grate them all into German society unless there is a reduction in 
their numbers. 


Senate Blocks “Audit the Fed,” Preserving Central Sank Secrecy 


Democrats and one Republican in the U.S. Senate joined forces 
on January 12 to protect the Federal Reserve from transparency 
and accountability, voting down the enormously popular “Audit 
the Fed” legislation that would have opened up the controversial 
bank’s books to government auditors. 

A majority of senators supported the bill, with 53 in favor 
and 44 against. But it was not enough to overcome the 60-vote 
threshold needed to invoke cloture. Supporters of the bill vowed 
to keep pressing forward, saying the public has a right to know 
what the Fed is doing to America’s money and economy behind 
closed doors. And in a passionate speech on the Senate floor, 
“Audit the Fed” sponsor Senator Rand Paul (R-Ky.), a GOP pres- 
idential contender, explained why the measure was both urgent 
and necessary. 

The bill was supported by all GOP senators except one, Sena- 
tor Bob Corker of Tennessee. The bill was opposed by all Demo- 
crats except Senator Tammy Baldwin of Wisconsin. Senator Ber- 
nie Sanders, the Independent self-styled socialist from Vermont 
who normally votes with Democrats, also supported the measure. 

While the Fed has been creating trillions of dollars in new 
currency out of thin air, most of that money is not finding its way 
into the hands of the average American, Senator Paul explained, 
noting that the income of the top one percent has been soaring 
in recent years while the income of everyone else has essentially 
remained flat or even declined in real terms. 

Senator Paul’s three-page bill would empower the nonpartisan 
Government Accountability Office (GAO) to examine the Fed’s 


books. As of now, the GAO is not permitted to monitor, among 
other elements, monetary deliberations, open market transac- 
tions, or agreements with foreign central banks. 

Of course, the privately owned central banking system and 
those who benefit from it have been lobbying fiercely against an 
audit for years. But public support for transparency at the Fed is 
massive, polls show. 


She Remains Committed to Abortion and Its Providers 

“T will always defend Planned Parenthood and I will say consistently and 
proudly, Planned Parenthood should be funded, supported and protected, 
not undermined, misrepresented and demonized.” 

Accepting the endorsement of Planned Parenthood, Hillary Clinton sur- 
prised few with her defense of the nation s largest provider of abortions. 
Last August, she even compared pro-lifers to terrorists. 
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Iegal Immigrant Walks Through Channel Tunnel 

“We believe that it is something that can only act as an incentive to seek 
to enter the country.” 

After Sudanese refugee Abdul Rahman Haroun walked for 11 hours through 
the tunnel from France to England, he was granted asylum. But John Keefe, a spokesman for Eurotun- 
nel, worries that the kindness given to Haroun will spark others to try the same stunt. Train traffic was 
shut down for two hours after alarms alerted authorities that something unusual had entered the tunnel. 


Hillary 
Clinton 


Taiwan Chooses a Woman President 

Not in Favor of Expanding Ties to the Mainland 

“Following the will of the Taiwanese people, we will work toward main- 
taining the status quo for peace and stability across the Taiwan Strait 
in order to bring the greatest benefits and well-being to the Taiwanese 
people.” 

Skeptical of closer ties with Mainland China, Tsai Ing-wen easily won 
the election over her main opponent, whose political party favors closer 
relations with Beijing. 


Oregon Protesters Want the Federal Government to Leave 

“Tt is our goal to get the logger back to logging, to get the rancher back to 
ranching, to get the miner back to mining, and the farmer back to farm- 
ing — and to jump-start this economy.” 

While leading the occupation group at the Malheur National Wildlife Range, Nevadan Ammon Bundy 
made a plea to reverse federal dominance over huge tracts of land in the Western states. 
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Good Sense About Climate Change Arrives From Britain 

“To put it bluntly, climate change and its likely impact are proving slower and less harmful than we 
feared, while decarbonization of the economy is proving more painful and costly than we hoped.” 
Such is the opinion given by Matt Ridley, a columnist for the Times in England, and Benny Peiser, 
the director of the Global Warming Policy Forum. 


UN Report Suggests Creating Taxes 
to Pay for Growing Number of Crises 
“Today’s massive scale of instability and its capacity to cross borders, vividly demonstrated by the 
refugee crisis in Europe, makes humanitarian aid a global public good that requires an appropriate 
fund-raising model.” 

The UN has always sought an ability to raise its own funds instead of relying almost exclusively on 
contributions. A newly released report from a United Nations panel sug- 
gests a variety of taxes, such as levies on tickets to some international 
sporting events and concerts. 


Germany’s Chancellor Under Attack After Women Savaged 

“We must act against this with all decisiveness because I do not think that 

these are just isolated cases.” 

After allowing more than a million migrants to enter Germany in 2015, 

and after widespread violence was directed at women by many new im- 

migrants at a New Year ’s Eve celebration in Cologne, Chancellor Angela 

Merkel has tried to quiet the anger felt by many of her countrymen. @ Angela 
— COMPILED BY JOHN F. MCMANus axel 
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STORY | POLITics 


Socialism 


Be a Good Thing? 


Most people seem to agree that communism (a type of socialism) has proven to be a 
failure, but many believe that soft socialism is beneficial. Let’s look at some examples. 


by Charles Scaliger 


ing of the Second Republic in France, 
French legislators were discussing 
ways to alleviate the problem of French 


I n September 1848, during the found- 
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unemployment. The French economy was 
in a perilous state following the turmoil 
of the February revolution that had over- 
thrown the French monarchy and left the 
society and economy in turmoil. Many 
French legislators favored “make-work” 


projects, whereby the new government 
could allegedly wipe out unemployment 
and give the economy a boost by putting 
unemployed Frenchmen to work on gran- 
diose public-works projects. 

Such political artifices have become 


THE NEW AMERICAN ¢ FEBRUARY 8, 2016 


routine in our day, as the Obama admin- 
istration demonstrated, in the wake of the 
Great Recession, by spending huge sums 
of money on public works to provide jobs 
that would allegedly give our shattered 
economy a boost. But what is today widely 
regarded as standard public policy — use 
of public funds and resources in an effort 
to create jobs and redirect market ener- 
gies — was in the mid-19th century very 
radical stuff. During the September debate 
in Paris, one famous legislator, Alexis de 
Tocqueville, dared to call such measures 
what they really were: socialism. 

Tocqueville, like his contemporary (and 
fellow French legislator) Frédéric Bastiat, 
was a staunch opponent of the subversive 
dogma of socialism, which only recently 
had begun taking root in Europe, and had 
been the inspiration for the wave of revo- 
lutions that had swept the continent earlier 
in the year. As Tocqueville cautioned his 
fellow legislators: 


Gentlemen, sooner or later, the ques- 
tion of socialism, which everyone 
seems to fear and which no one, up 
to now, has dared treat of, must be 
brought into the open, and this As- 
sembly must decide it.... I confess 
that it is principally because of this 
that I mount the podium today, that the 
question of socialism might finally be 
settled. I must know, the National As- 
sembly must know, all of France must 
know — is the February Revolution a 
socialist revolution, or is it not? 

It is not my intention to examine 
here the different systems which can 
all be categorized as socialist. I want 
only to uncover those characteristics 
which are common to all of them and 
to see if the February Revolution can 
be said to have exhibited those traits. 

Now the first characteristic of all 
socialist ideologies is, I believe, an 
incessant, vigorous, and extreme ap- 
peal to the material passions of man. 

Thus, some have said ... that “man 
must be paid, not according to his 
merit, but according to his need”; 
while ... they have told us here that 
the object of the February Revolu- 
tion, of socialism, is to procure un- 
limited wealth for all. 

A second trait, always present, is 
an attack, either direct or indirect, 
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Making work: President Obama tours a Metro Transit facility in Minnesota prior to a speech 
proposing $300 million for infrastructure upgrades and to create still more taxpayer-funded 
jobs. So acceptable has socialism become in the United States that few question the ability of 


government to create jobs and spur investment. 


on the principle of private property. 
From the first socialist who said, fifty 
years ago, that “property is the origin 
of all the ills of the world,” to the so- 
cialist who spoke from this podium 
and ... exclaimed that “property is 
theft,” all socialists ... attack, either 
in a direct or indirect manner, private 
property.... All socialists, by more or 
less roundabout means, if they do 
not destroy the principle upon which 
it is based, transform it, diminish it, 
obstruct it, limit it, and mold it into 
something completely foreign to 
what we know and have been famil- 
iar with since the beginning of time 
as private property. 

Now a third and final trait, one 
which, in my eyes, best describes so- 
cialists of all schools and shades, is a 
profound opposition to personal lib- 
erty and scorn for individual reason, a 
complete contempt for the individual. 
They unceasingly attempt to mutilate, 
to curtail, to obstruct personal free- 
dom in any and all ways. They hold 


that the State must not only act as the 
director of society, but must further be 
the master of each man, and not only 
master, but keeper and trainer. For fear 
of allowing him to err, the state must 
place itself forever by his side, above 
him, around him, better to guide him, 
maintain him, in a word, to confine 
him. They call, in fact, for the for- 
feiture, to a greater or lesser degree, 
of human liberty, to the point where, 
were I to attempt to sum up what so- 
cialism is, I would say that it was sim- 
ply a new system of serfdom. 

... Everywhere you ... find [these 
characteristics], you will be sure to 
find socialism, and wherever social- 
ism is, these characteristics are met. 


Tocqueville, famous for his travels in 
America and his trenchant and approving 
analysis of American government and so- 
ciety, was a well-respected political phi- 
losopher on both sides of the Atlantic. His 
definition of socialism, given when it was 
in its infancy, is as accurate today as it was 
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in 1848, with the hindsight of more than 
150 years of historical experimentation 
with various strains of socialism. Then as 
now, socialism may be correctly defined 
as any political and economic system that 
involves 1) a strong emphasis on the mate- 
rial and materialistic (as opposed to spiri- 
tual or religious) aspects of human nature, 
2) dogmatic attacks on private property, 
and 3) a contempt for personal liberty, in- 
dividuality, and reason. 

Tocqueville regarded socialism as 
merely a modern version of feudal serf- 
dom, dressed in beguiling new rhetoric. 
But in the years since the spectacular 
failure of the communist societies of the 
former Warsaw Pact, the collapse of the 
Soviet empire, and the softening of Marx- 
ist dogma from China to Africa, the de- 
fenders of socialism have hit upon a new 
tactic: communism bad, democratic so- 
cialism good. Presidential candidate Ber- 
nie Sanders, a self-professed “democratic 
socialist,” has popularized this notion in 
the current presidential campaign. 

According to socialist lore, “moderate” 
democratic socialism has proven to be an 
enlightened tool allowing the creative use 
of state power to guide societal and eco- 
nomic development toward more enlight- 
ened ends than would be possible with 
unalloyed laissez-faire economics and 
“extremist” devotion to individual liberty. 
Most of the nations of Western Europe, as 
well as Canada, Australia, and other de- 
veloped countries (including the United 
States) have used democratic socialist pol- 
icies to great advantage, goes the refrain; 
nowhere has it led to concentration camps, 
societal collapse, oppression, or economic 
decline — contrary to the alarmist claims 
of those who paint all socialism with the 
same brush. But such claims ignore criti- 
cal factors that obscure the true nature of 
socialism — no matter how it is dressed 
up — as Tocqueville defined it. 
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First of all, Tocqueville’s three cardinal 
characteristics of socialism are as recog- 
nizable in the policies of modern “demo- 
cratic socialism” as they are in commu- 
nism, Maoism, and more virulent, overtly 
despotic forms of socialism, differing only 
in degree. As even most defenders of dem- 
ocratic socialism freely profess, the good 
of the collective supposedly trumps indi- 
vidual liberty. Private property (and the 
economic system that grows out of it, free- 
market capitalism) is routinely invoked as 
a consequence of man’s evil, selfish ten- 
dencies. While democratic socialist gov- 
ernments do not go so far as to abolish pri- 
vate property entirely, as has been tried by 
many communist regimes, they routinely 
confiscate private property in the name of 
the public good (such as the formation ofa 
new park or wildlife refuge) and dilute the 
right to the purchase, sale, and use of pri- 
vate property to such a degree as to make 
the term nearly meaningless. 

As to the emphasis on material interests 
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and passions remarked by Tocqueville, 
socialism in nearly all its strains is noto- 
riously anti-religion (especially Christi- 
anity), and in its guise of “cultural Marx- 
ism” (originally inspired by the “Frankfurt 
school” of philosophers such as Herbert 
Marcuse and Erich Fromm, who gave 
rise to the postwar “New Left” with its 
fascination with cultural subversion) can 
be counted upon to attack, disparage, and 
otherwise undermine every aspect of tradi- 
tional Christian morality and belief. 

There can be no question that modern 
democratic socialism, including the radi- 
cal social agenda of the New Left, has radi- 
cally transformed Western society from an 
essentially Christian culture to a radically 
secular, predominantly anti-Christian one. 
In its war on religion and morality, demo- 
cratic socialism has arguably been more 
successful than many communist govern- 
ments. No Marxist, Leninist, or Maoist 
government ever broke down the fam- 
ily to the point where so-called same-sex 
marriages and adoptions became broadly 
acceptable. No communist state ever pro- 
duced atheist apologists as eloquent or in- 
fluential as the likes of Richard Dawkins 
or Christopher Hitchens. 

But the question lingers: Surely demo- 
cratic socialism cannot be compared with 
the horrors of Pol Pot’s Cambodia, Mao’s 
China, Stalin’s Soviet Union, and so forth. 
Regardless of one’s misgivings about so- 
cialism’s subversive moral agenda, do not 


The face of socialism: Presidential candidate Bernie Sanders has made a political career 
promoting “democratic socialism,” and now has his sights set on becoming the first self- 


identified socialist president of the United States. 
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the shining examples of robust Western 
economic and technological progress serve 
as evidence that socialism can be judicious- 
ly applied for the greater good, with unam- 
biguously progressive outcomes? 

The problem with the “good socialism” 
arguments is that all the examples usually 
given are countries that were already pros- 
perous when socialism was implemented; 
ignored are innumerable examples of coun- 
tries that started out poor, and implemented 
democratic socialism (instead of hard-core 
Marxism) to their detriment. Also ignored 
are instances of countries that have self- 
inflicted heavy doses of democratic social- 
ism for very long time intervals — the “pi- 
oneers” of democratic socialism, as it were. 
Finally, considerations of relative wealth 
are generally ignored; that is, given that 
modern technology, medicine, and capital 
accumulation has tended to enrich all na- 
tions in varying degrees, even the poorest, 
most backward nations enjoy standards of 
living higher than former generations. So 
how do more-socialist countries tend to 
progress relative to less-socialist ones? We 
will consider examples of all three cases to 
get a clearer picture of the fruits of demo- 
cratic socialism. 


The United Kingdom 

At the beginning of the 20th century, the 
United Kingdom was the most powerful 
nation on Earth. Not only did the sun never 
set on the British Empire, the United King- 
dom had the world’s largest economy and 
highest standard of living. From the van- 
tage point of any rational observer in the 
Edwardian Age, the U.K. was the world’s 
indispensable nation and would remain at 
the pinnacle of power and prosperity for 
generations to come. 

But in the midst of the prosperity and 
optimism of the prewar years, a new po- 
litical movement was invading the British 
body politic. So-called “Fabian social- 
ism,” or socialist incrementalism, had 
been devised by British intellectuals in 
the late 19th century. In 1900, the Fabi- 
ans founded the Labour Party as a po- 
litical vehicle to advance their goals. So 
quickly did the Labour Party grow in in- 
fluence that the U.K.’s other leftist party, 
the Liberal Party, felt compelled to adopt 
portions of the Labour (and socialist) pro- 
gram following the elections of 1906. The 
most significant of these was undoubt- 
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Faded glory: London, the capital of the U.K., remains one of the world’s great cities, but the 
progress of the U.K. relative to the rest of the world has been hindered by the gradual buildup of 
socialist institutions that strain the public treasury and stifle capital formation. 


edly one of the world’s first instances of 
government-mandated healthcare, enacted 
in 1911 with the National Insurance Act, 
which guaranteed free medical treatment 
and 26 weeks’ worth of sick pay. 
Following World War I, the advance of 
socialism in the U.K. continued, with the 
Labour Party winning its first election in 
1924. The U.K.’s first Labour government 
was led by Prime Minister Ramsey Mac- 
Donald, who openly worked to advance 
the socialist program (and frequently said 
so, like Bernie Sanders). From then until 
the end of World War II, the Labour Party 
tried to advance its socialist agenda in the 
face of fierce Conservative opposition. 
Once World War II was ended, how- 
ever, the seeds of socialism, diligently 
nurtured by the Fabians and the Labour 
Party for more than four decades, finally 
germinated with a vengeance. In 1945, the 
Labour Party triumphed in its biggest elec- 
toral win yet, winning an outright major- 
ity in Parliament and appointing Clement 
Attlee as a prime minister with a mandate. 
Attlee and his Labour allies lost no time 
in transforming Britain into a truly social- 
ist country. They nationalized many critical 
industries (such as coal), hiked taxes mas- 
sively, and set up a cradle-to-grave welfare 
state with full-fledged socialized medicine, 
social security, and generous pensions. 
The results were not surprising. After 


a couple of years of economic growth, 
propelled no doubt by postwar optimism 
and an influx of American financial aid, 
the British economy tanked at the end of 
the decade. The British electorate, disillu- 
sioned with socialism’s unfulfilled gaudy 
promises, voted the Conservatives back in 
in 1951, and the economy took off. While 
British Tories (like their American GOP 
counterparts) had by now accepted parts 
of the socialist program, they still man- 
aged to cut taxes and to reduce the size 
and cost of government enough to usher 
ina period of strong economic growth that 
lasted through the 1960s. 

In 1964, however, the Labour Party, led 
by Harold Wilson, was voted into power 
again, where it remained for the next six 
years, enthusiastically building on the so- 
cialism of the Attlee government. Abor- 
tion and homosexuality were legalized (in 
a nod to the social and moral agenda of 
the New Left). 

The 1970s, a period of global malaise, 
was as unkind to the U.K. as it was to the 
rest of the Western world. The 1980s saw 
a revival of British fortunes under the 
leadership of Margaret Thatcher, the last 
British leader to date to directly challenge 
socialism. Since then, the fortunes of so- 
cialism in Britain have largely followed 
the ups and downs of the Labour Party. 

What is the result of decades of socialist 
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The problem with the “good socialism” arguments 
is that all the examples usually given are Countries 
that were already prosperous when socialism was 
implemented; ignored are innumerable examples of 
countries that Started Out poor. 


policies in the U.K? Since its inception, 
socialism has competed with Britain’s 
centuries-old tradition of relatively limited 
government and laissez-faire economics, 
and the struggle has been an uneven one. 
Today Britain — like many other West- 
ern countries — is a hybrid of socialism 
and capitalism, a circumstance touted as 
ideal by democratic socialists and their ilk. 
However, it is unlikely to prove a stable 
system for much longer, given the im- 
mense burden of public debt that socialism 
inevitably incurs. 

More to the point, the progress of the 
U.K. relative to the rest of the world reveals 
some hard truths about the consequences 
of even “a little” socialism. On the eve of 
the First World War, Britain was unques- 
tionably the wealthiest country on 
Earth; it was also the most tech- 
nologically advanced and had the 
highest overall standard of living. 
Contrary to what is popularly be- 
lieved, this prosperity was not due, 
in the main, to her vast imperial 
holdings. Maintaining the globe- 
engirdling British Empire generally 
cost more than it brought in. After 
all, the British needed to build and 
maintain a huge state-of-the-art 
navy to police the world and sup- 
port tens of thousands of occupy- 
ing troops and government admin- 
istrators in its far-flung dominions, 
from Newfoundland to the Indian 
Raj to East Africa to Southeast 
Asia. It fought many costly wars 
— in Afghanistan, in India, and in 
North America, for example — to 
defend its empire. 

Most vast empires assembled 
in haste tend to collapse just as 
quickly, precisely because of the 
cost involved in keeping them. But 
the comparatively tiny nation of the 
U.K. somehow generated enough 
revenue to maintain the empire for 
generations, and improve its do- 
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mestic economy into the bargain. The rea- 
son for this was Britain’s embrace, during 
the 19th century, of many of the principles 
of laissez-faire economics. Spurred on by 
the economic ideas of Smith, Say, Ricardo, 
and many other early economists more or 
less in favor of capitalism, Britain opened 
its doors to international trade and aggres- 
sively reformed property laws to make land 
ownership “in fee simple” (the common- 
law equivalent to true private land own- 
ership) accessible to all Britons and free 
from feudal constraints. The 19th century 
was a repudiation of the earlier mercantil- 
ist system, and led to an economic miracle 
in Britain. Upon such a vast repository of 
wealth, the socialists were able to enact 
ambitious rob-Peter-to-pay-Paul collectiv- 
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ist schemes that lesser economies could not 
possibly have indulged. 

Still, socialism in the U.K. has taken 
a steady toll. From being the world’s top 
economy, Britain is now down to fifth or 
sixth. More tellingly, the standard of living 
for individual Britons, once the envy of 
the rest of the world, has not kept up with 
many other countries. According to the 
metric of the Human Development Index, 
the U.K. now ranks 14th in the world, 
right after Sweden. In terms of GDP per 
capita, perhaps the most accurate mea- 
sure of household wealth, the U.K. ranks 
30th (according to the CIA’s reckoning), 
right behind #29 Japan, and far behind the 
likes of Qatar (#1), Singapore (#4), Bru- 
nei (#6), the United Arab Emirates (#9), 
and Switzerland (#10). In fact, five other 
non-Western countries (besides Japan and 
the UAE) also outperform the U.K. The 
fact that the likes of Oman and Taiwan 
are now wealthier per capita than Britain 
speaks volumes about the damage done by 
decades of socialism. 

In non-economic terms too, socialism 
has taken its toll. The British popula- 
tion has been almost completely 
disarmed by aggressive gun con- 
fiscation, and the government 
has now turned its attention on 
knives. Hunting, once a national 
British pastime, is mostly illegal. 
Britain is known for its Orwellian 
penchant for surveillance, with 
cameras watching nearly every 
street corner in every city. Taxes 
are sky high. And the ratio of 
U.K. government debt to GDP is 
about 90 percent, one of the high- 
est in the world. 

The chief reason that the decline 
of the U.K. under democratic so- 
cialism has not been far more 
severe is the resilience of enlight- 
ened British laws and traditions 
that antedate socialism by centu- 
ries. But the cost of socialism, in 
cultural, moral, and political terms 
as well as economic, has been se- 
vere nonetheless, and will eventu- 
ally lead to the overthrow of even 
the most enduring British institu- 
tions from her more enlightened 
past, unless socialism is rejected. 

Because of her history and enor- 
mous reservoirs of wealth and tra- 
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New Deal: Taking a page from FDR, Britain’s socialist New Deal under Labour PM Gordon Brown 


(left) during the last decade was the U.K.’s latest foray into socialism — a foray roundly rejected 
by British voters in the Conservative electoral rout of 2010 that swept David Cameron into power. 


dition, the case of democratic socialism in 
the U.K. is an exceptional one. 


Argentina 
A more instructive example is the case of 
Argentina, whose experimentation in so- 
cialism closely paralleled that of the U.K., 
but with far more damaging consequences. 
Like the U.K., Argentina possessed one of 
the world’s strongest economies in the years 
leading up to World War I (the 10th largest 
economy in 1913). Unlike the U.K., how- 
ever, this economic strength was due more 
to accidents of geography than to enlight- 
ened public policy. Argentina is blessed 
with a vast and fertile agricultural belt, as 
well as abundant mineral resources. By the 
beginning of the 20th century, money was 
flowing into the republic on the River Plate, 
thanks to exports of beef, wheat, and wool. 
Her public debts were low, and her gold and 
silver reserves among the world’s largest. 
Like the United States, Argentina weath- 
ered several sharp recessions in the late 
19th and early 20th centuries, and emerged 
largely unscathed. Spared the ravages of 
two world wars, Argentina continued to 
prosper relative to most of the rest of the 
then-developed world; even the Great De- 
pression took a comparatively minor toll. 
Argentina’s Achilles’ Heel has ever 
been political instability. Prone, like most 
of the rest of Latin America, to military 
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coups, Argentina never developed the en- 
during enlightened legal traditions of the 
British or the Americans, and was far more 
vulnerable to radical socialist reforms. 

Argentina’s turning point came at the 
same time as Britain’s. In 1946, while 
Clement Attlee was beginning his post- 
war socialist transformation of the U.K., 
a brash young politico named Juan Peron 
was swept to power in Buenos Aires after 
electoral promises of land reform, social 
security, higher worker wages, and other 
elements of the socialist program. 

Peron encountered little legal or insti- 
tutional resistance to his socialist reforms, 
which he enacted with a vengeance. 
Peron instituted a regime of wage and 
price controls (including such abuses as a 
1947 law dictating restaurant prices and 
menus), clamped down on international 
trade, seized private property for the gov- 
ernment, spent lavishly on infrastructure 
projects, built up labor unions — and paid 
for all of it by printing money. For a few 
years, Argentina was able to use wartime 
reserves to help pay for Peronist extrava- 
gance, but by the 1950s the bill had begun 
to come due, in the form of economic stag- 
nation. Undeterred, Peron rolled out two 
Five Year Plans, the gist of which was to 
favor agriculture over industry. 

Wearied by the blizzard of new social- 
ist controls, Argentines applauded Perén’s 
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ouster in 1955 by yet another military 
coup. But the damage was done. Having 
had a taste of socialism and welfarism, Ar- 
gentines were reluctant to let it go. During 
the 1950s and ’60s, what was generally 
a period of strong economic growth else- 
where in the developed world brought 
mostly economic decline for Argentina. 
Despite her enviable natural abundance, 
her economy continued to decline and 
massive public debt, coupled with soar- 
ing inflation, became permanent fixtures 
on the Argentine economic landscape. 
Chronic political instability continued as 
a succession of Argentine governments 
continued to try to make Peronist social- 
ism work, but without success. 

It was Argentina’s unending malaise 
that led to a communist uprising in the 
1970s, which was suppressed by yet an- 
other military coup. Argentina’s military 
junta, in turn, fell from power after its di- 
sastrous loss to Britain in the 1982 Falk- 
lands War, setting off one of the worst epi- 
sodes of hyperinflation in world history. 

By the end of the 20th century, a pros- 
trate Argentina was no longer able to 
service her gargantuan public debt, and 
defaulted on her obligations to foreign 
lenders at the end of 2001. This, the largest 
public default in history, ushered in a dev- 
astating depression and an unprecedented 
wave of crime and civil unrest that lasted 
for several agonizing years. 

Yet when the worst was over, Argen- 
tines, unchastened by 60 years of failed 
socialist experimentation, elected leftist 
Nestor Kirchner, who immediately began 
implementing tried-and-failed socialist 
nostrums such as price controls and the 
nationalization of private assets. By re- 
structuring Argentina’s public debt and 
paying off some of it, Kirchner was able 
to postpone the evil day. But his policies, 
and those of his wife and presidential suc- 
cessor Cristina Fernandez, continued the 
Peronist and socialist legacy, leading to a 
return to economic malaise and a second 
Argentine default in 2014. 

President Fernandez blamed all of Ar- 
gentina’s ills on wicked capitalists, as so- 
cialists are wont to do, but the historical 
record in Argentina is devastating to the 
case for democratic socialism. Argentina 
is an excellent cautionary tale of what 
even “a little” socialism can accomplish 
when it is allowed to operate unopposed. 
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Socialism Argentine-style did not bring 
about the gulags and extreme despotism 
and impoverishment of true communism, 
but it led to civil war, military dictator- 
ship (complete with tens of thousands of 
“disappeared” citizens), and economic 
devastation. It has created a culture of en- 
titlement second to none (a former class- 
mate of mine in Argentina, now living in 
Spain, recently told me that most of our 
Argentine high-school classmates from 
the late 1970s took government jobs and 
are now — in their early 50s — retired 
and pensioned). From once having the 
world’s 10th largest economy, Argentina 
now weighs in at about number 24, right 
behind Poland. But in terms of GDP per 
capita, the former jewel of South America 
has fallen to an abysmal number 54, just 
ahead of West African nation Gabon, and 
behind the likes of Kazakhstan, the Sey- 
chelles, and Equatorial Guinea. 


Sri Lanka 

If democratic socialism can inflict such 
havoc on a developed country, it is far 
more deleterious to countries without vast 
reserves of wealth to draw down. In 1948, 
on the eve of independence from Britain, 
Ceylon was poised to become an Asian 
success story. Blessed with abundant rain- 
fall and fertile soil, the West Virginia-sized 
tropical island nation off India’s southeast 
coast was a world away from the teem- 
ing, intractable poverty and ethnic strife of 
the South Asian mainland. Ceylon’s two 
major ethnic groups, the Hindu Tamils and 
Sinhalese Buddhists, largely coexisted in 
a peaceful, orderly social arrangement that 
predated the arrival of European colonial 
powers. In addition, the British had intro- 
duced many important cash crops, such as 
pineapples and especially tea, to Ceylon. 
The island also was (and remains) one of 
the world’s top producers of gems, espe- 
cially rubies and sapphires. And her lush 
tropical forests were full of valuable wood. 
Add to this hundreds of miles of pristine 
beaches and fisheries second to none, and 
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Power couple: Juan and Evita Peron, architects of Argentina’s descent into socialism, insolvency, 
and socio-economic collapse, are still revered by many Argentines. 


Ceylon (now called Sri Lanka) had every 
appearance of an Asian power on the rise. 

But it never happened. Instead of fol- 
lowing East Asia’s “dragons” (Singapore, 
Taiwan, Hong Kong, and South Korea) into 
modernization and prosperity, Sri Lanka, 
until recently, followed an entirely different 
path. Ethnic strife between Sinhalese and 
Tamils was partly to blame — but so was 
Sri Lanka’s budding love affair with social- 
ism (no doubt encouraged by the example 
of her giant neighbor to the north, India). 
In the early 1970s, Sri Lanka officially ad- 
opted socialism, becoming the Democratic 
Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka, and her 
downward spiral began in earnest. In the 
ensuing years, Sri Lanka instituted most 
of the socialist program — wage and price 
controls, restraints on trade, government- 
subsidized healthcare, pensions, and the 
like — without having the accumulated 
wealth to pay for it. In addition, Sri Lanka 
fought two civil wars, one of which pitted 
Sinhalese Marxists against more moderate 
socialists. Sri Lanka’s conservative Bud- 
dhist majority culture made such socialist 
measures as restrictions on trade (to keep 
out “impure” foreign influences) and limits 


on industrialization (to preserve traditional 
Buddhist society) an easy sell. 

But whereas the capitalist nations of 
East Asia now vie with the West for eco- 
nomic clout, Sri Lanka has only recently 
begun to modernize and to liberalize her 
economy. These days, the Colombo sky- 
line is a thicket of new skyscrapers, and 
several modern highways now facilitate 
the movement of goods and services. But 
much of Sri Lanka’s regime of price and 
wage controls, along with the rest of the 
socialist program, persists, and Sri Lan- 
ka’s GDP per capita is 104th in the world. 


The Most “Successful” Experiments 
Much the same could be said of many other 
“Third World” countries, from South Asia 
to Africa to Latin America, which adopted 
democratic socialism and saw any prom- 
ise of economic growth quashed. From the 
“banana republics” of Central America to 
the great socialist experiments in Tanzania 
and India, socialism, more than any other 
factor, has helped to prevent “the global 
South” from fulfilling its potential. 

But what of countries such as Sweden 
and Denmark, avowedly socialist countries 
that routinely appear atop the lists for qual- 
ity of life, national happiness, and the like? 
In the first place, such countries — unlike 
most of the rest of the world, including 
melting pots such as Argentina (and the 
United States) and multi-ethnic states such 
as the U.K. and Sri Lanka — are small and 
remarkably homogeneous (even tiny Sri 
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Asian democratic socialism: Colombo, capital of Sri Lanka, is only beginning to realize its potential after decades of destructive socialist policies 
and civil war. Sri Lanka, like many poorer countries in Asia and Africa, has struggled to build a capital base because of socialism adopted upon 


independence from colonial powers. 


Lanka has a population more than twice 
that of Sweden and nearly four times that of 
Denmark). Moreover, Denmark and Swe- 
den are among the highest-taxed nations 
on Earth. Denmark has the world’s highest 
rates of taxation; in the middle of the last 
decade, it stood at around 50 percent of the 
GDP, and by 2013, that figure had declined 
very slightly, to 47 percent — but high in- 
come earners can still pay up to nearly 60 
percent of their earnings in taxes. Denmark 
has very high national and municipal in- 
come taxes, as well as a steep value-added 
tax, property taxes, and even a “church 
tax” for members of the Danish National 
Church, the established church of Denmark. 
Sweden has the second-highest rate of taxa- 
tion in the world, at around 44 percent of 
the GDP. At one point in her modern his- 
tory, the top income tax rate in Sweden was 
near 100 percent, prompting the rise of an 
anti-tax movement in the 1970s involving 
such prominent Swedes as internationally 
famous children’s author Astrid Lindgren, a 
movement that led to the temporary ouster 
of Sweden’s Social Democrats. 

Not surprisingly, both Denmark and Swe- 
den have enormous public (non-productive) 
sectors; in Denmark, just under 40 percent 
of all full-time employment is in the public 
sector, paid for by Danish taxpayers. 

Many civil liberties are greatly restrict- 
ed in both countries in comparison with the 
United States (censorship, for example, is 
routine). Recent historical factors have 
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also favored both countries. Both Swe- 
den and Denmark were neutral in World 
War I, with the result that Sweden became 
very wealthy from wartime exports. Both 
countries were also spared the ravages of 
World War II, although the Nazis did oc- 
cupy Denmark without firing a shot. Such 
factors as these, in combination with the 
strong work ethic, emphasis on thrift, and 
extreme desire for order above all else that 
characterize Scandinavian culture have 
allowed both countries to indulge mas- 
sive amounts of socialism, paying for it 
in the coin of more than half the national 
income. But claiming, as the likes of Ber- 
nie Sanders are wont to do, that socialist 
central planning that appears to work (and 
not especially well) in tiny, relatively ho- 
mogeneous societies such as Sweden and 
Denmark could be successful in a country 
as large and diverse as the United States 
— not to mention one for which individual 
freedom is a paramount value — is com- 
paring apples to oranges. Socialism on 
the scale practiced in Scandinavia would 
not only be impracticable here, it flies in 
the face 
of every 
American 
instinct 
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democratic socialism is not encouraging. 
In countries with little wealth, such as Sri 
Lanka, it prolongs and exacerbates poverty 
and political instability. In countries with 
wealth but weak legal institutions, such as 
Argentina, it destroys wealth and society 
alike, and leads to authoritarianism if not 
outright despotism. Only in countries with 
strong legal and social institutions to resist 
its blandishments — such as the U.K. and 
United States — and in very small, highly 
uniform societies, such as Sweden, is the 
damage inflicted by socialism compara- 
tively limited. 

Even so, the record of the most “suc- 
cessful” experiments in democratic so- 
cialism cannot compare with the record 
of limited government and laissez-faire 
economics. For it is they, and not social- 
ism, that are responsible for the brilliant 
ascent of Western civilization — espe- 
cially in the United States — and it is 
they that continue, despite every effort 
of socialists and leftists of every stripe to 
squelch them, to be the chief wellsprings 
of human progress. 


favoring 
individual 
liberty. 
The re- 
cord of 
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CONSTITUTION 


Guns? 


President Obama is receiving accolades from liberals of all stripes after using “executive 
authority” to enact gun regulations that Congress wouldn't pass. 


AP Images 


Gun control as a goal: From the United Nations Arms Trade Treaty to the scores of executive 
orders he has signed, President Barack Obama has made the disarmament of civilians one of the 
primary planks of his platform. 


by Joe Wolverton Il, J.D. 


“It is hardly too strong to say that the 
Constitution was made to guard the peo- 
ple against the dangers of good intentions. 
There are men in all ages who mean to 
govern well, but they mean to govern. 
They promise to be good masters, but they 
mean to be masters.” 

— Daniel Webster 


eople may argue about whether 

taking actions to disarm American 

civilians is a good thing or not, but 
two things that cannot be argued are that 
the Founders never intended to do it, and 
Barack Obama does. 

Barack Obama has assumed to himself 
the power to restrict the right of Ameri- 
cans to own, buy, sell, trade, and transfer 
firearms. On January 4, the White House 
announced that in order to “reduce gun 
violence and make our communities safer” 
the president would issue a series of ex- 
ecutive orders (“commonsense executive 
actions,” according to the press release) 
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that would “reform” the gun laws of the 
United States, making guns — and again, 
this is inarguable — harder to own. 

In the press release cited above, the pres- 
ident claims that “a majority of the Ameri- 
can people” agree with his plan to remove 
Congress from the constitutional lawmak- 
ing process in order that he might unilater- 
ally issue his disarmament dictates. Polls 
paint a different picture, however. 

A Rasmussen survey of 1,000 likely vot- 
ers revealed that 58 percent of Americans 
think any restriction on guns requires ac- 
tion by both the Congress and the president. 
Additionally, 59 percent believe that Presi- 
dent Obama’s gun control edicts “will not 
reduce the number of [mass] shootings.” 
Finally, half of those polled by Rasmussen 
said they do not believe “the United States 
needs stricter gun control laws.” 

In fact, in a report on the survey, Ras- 
mussen reports, “In surveys for the past 
several years, voters have tended to op- 
pose further gun control laws.” 

So much for the president’s majority. 

That the American people do not sup- 


port one man taking power that does not 
belong to him is nothing new and frankly, 
polls aren’t needed to prove that. 


Political Plan 

In the United States, we have a written 
Constitution, and the very first article of 
that Constitution clearly states that “all 
legislative [law-making] powers herein 
granted shall be vested in a Congress of 
the United States, which consist of a Sen- 
ate and House of Representatives.” 

There is not a single syllable of the 
Constitution that gives a president power 
to take legislative actions in cases where 
“Congress has repeatedly failed to take 
action and pass laws.” 

Moreover, for at least 500 years before 
the Constitution was written and ratified 
there was only one valid basis for law in 
the Anglo-American concept of govern- 
ment: consent of the governed. 

Our Founders knew this, believed this, 
and incorporated this belief into our Con- 
stitution in the form of enumerated and 
separate powers. They agreed — all of 
them — that if man or group of men were 
to exercise power not given to them by the 
people over whom they were to govern then 
that man or group of men were tyrants. 

And lest anyone put forth the argument 
that it was only the supporters of the Con- 
stitution (known as “Federalists’’) that held 
this belief, consider the statement made by 
the anonymous opponent of the Constitu- 
tion (the so-called Anti-Federalists) writ- 
ing under the name “Centinel”: 


This mixture of the legislative and 
executive moreover highly tends to 
corruption. The chief improvement 
in government, in modern times, has 
been the complete separation of the 
great distinctions of power; placing 
the legislative in different hands from 
those which hold the executive. 


Another anonymous Anti-Federalist com- 
mented, “Liberty therefore can only sub- 
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CONSTITUTION 


There is not a single syllable of the Constitution that 
gives a president power to take legislative actions in 
cases where “Congress has repeatedly failed to take 


action and pass laws.” 


sist, where the powers of government are 
properly divided, and where the different 
jurisdictions are inviolably kept distinct 
and separate.” 

A statement by Charles-Louis de Sec- 
ondat, the Baron de Montesquieu, is one 
of the expressions of this doctrine upon 
which the Founders relied. In his book The 
Spirit of the Laws, “the celebrated Montes- 
quieu” declares, ““When the legislative and 
executive powers are united in the same 
person, or in the same body of magistrates, 
there can be no liberty.” 

“There is no tyranny greater than that 
which is perpetrated under the shield of 
law and in the name of justice,” he wrote 
elsewhere. 

As influential as Montesquieu was on 
our Founders, they wanted to make their 
position on tyranny clearer so as not to be 
misinterpreted. In The Federalist, No. 49, 
James Madison wrote, “The accumula- 
tion of all powers, legislative, executive, 
and judiciary, in the same hands, whether 
of one, a few, or many, and whether he- 
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reditary, self-appointed, or elective, may 
justly be pronounced the very definition 
of tyranny.” 

In other words, if anyone who holds of- 
fice under the Constitution of the United 
States takes any action that is not given 
him by the people in that Constitution, 
then that man is a tyrant. 

So regardless of which side one takes 
in the gun control debate, there can be no 
debating the fact that Barack Obama is the 
president of the United States. The office of 
the president of the United States was cre- 
ated in the Constitution written in 1787 and 
ratified in 1788. The powers granted by the 
people and states of the United States to the 
president are also listed (enumerated) in Ar- 
ticle II of the Constitution. Article I of that 
Constitution grants all lawmaking power 
to the legislative branch, i.e. Congress. As 
president, Barack Obama has issued execu- 
tive orders under the color of law (that is to 
say, Americans must obey these orders or 
be charged with a crime and be exposed to 
punishment). 


The Second Amendment to the Constitution explicitly forbids the federal government from 
infringing in any way on the God-given right of the people to defend themselves by use of arms. 
Any attempt, whether by a president, a court, or a Congress, to abridge that right is ultimately an 
attempt to prevent people from protecting themselves from tyranny. 


20 


Therefore, according to the definition 
of “tyranny” accepted by the Founders 
— and by applying what might be called 
the transitive property of constitutional 
authority — as president, Barack Obama 
has assumed (“self-appointed”) powers 
not granted to him, thus, he is a tyrant. 

Now, one may argue whether he is a 
good or bad tyrant, but one cannot argue 
whether he is or is not one. At least not 
while claiming to be a “constitutional ex- 
pert” or intellectually honest. 


The Other Side Says... 

That has not stopped many from making 
this argument, of course. Naturally, no 
defenders of Obama’s actions have (yet) 
come out openly and admitted that Presi- 
dent Obama has acted tyrannically. They 
do, however, admit and praise his exercise 
of powers not given him by the people in 
the Constitution. The American Constitu- 
tion Society is one such group. 

In a statement released the very day 
President Obama issued his “laws” re- 
stricting gun rights, the president of the 
American Constitution Society (an organi- 
zation that includes itself in a group it de- 
scribes as “the nation’s top constitutional 
scholars’’) said: 


We applaud President Obama for tak- 
ing these extraordinary steps, which 
are fully within his constitutional au- 
thority, to work toward an end to gun 
violence that is crippling our nation. 
His actions today are particularly 
commendable, as he has been forced 
to go it alone with a Congress that is 
beholden to the fringe gun lobby de- 
spite widespread support from Amer- 
icans of all walks of life for sensible 
gun control. 


To its credit, the American Constitution 
Society does admit that President Obama’s 
orders were “extraordinary.” Another, less 
laudable term for such actions is “uncon- 
stitutional.” 

These “extraordinary steps” — along 
with the scores of executive orders and 
signing statements — represent a corpus 
of presidential fiats masquerading as laws. 
The history of these directives reveals that 
for generations, presidents have carried out 
a plan to consolidate all functions of gov- 
ernment into the hands of one “unitary” ex- 
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ecutive, aggrandizing the office of the 
president and reducing Congress to 
mere plaintiffs in lawsuits challeng- 
ing that all-but-unlimited authority. 

Remarkably, beyond those who 
praise President Obama’s usurpation 
of power in the name of safety, there 
are those who insist not only that the 
executive orders issued by President 
Obama were necessary and good, but 
that they did not in any way violate 
the rights protected by the Second 
Amendment. 

The Second Amendment to the 
Constitution declares: 


A well regulated militia, being 
necessary to the security of a free 
state, the right of the people to 
keep and bear arms, shall not be 
infringed. 


Most of those who insist that “com- 
mon sense” gun control measures 
— whether issued by the president or 
passed by Congress — are constitu- 
tional argue that the Second Amend- 
ment says nothing about an indi- 
vidual 5 right to own, keep, and bear 
arms. The popular trope put forward by this 
group is that the Second Amendment was 
included in the Constitution by our Found- 
ing Fathers as a way to protect the power of 
the armed forces to keep weapons. 

For example, in an article in Politico 
regarding the true meaning of the Second 
Amendment, Michael Waldman wrote, 
speaking of the history behind the word- 
ing, “But the overwhelming use of the 
phrase ‘bear arms’ in those days referred 
to military activities.” 

Then, to put a tidy bow around his baf- 
fling misstatement of 1,000 years of Eng- 
lish common law and its importance to the 
Founding Fathers, Waldman claims: 


There is not a single word about an 
individual’s right to a gun for self-de- 
fense or recreation in Madison’s notes 
from the Constitutional Convention. 
Nor was it mentioned, with a few scat- 
tered exceptions, in the records of the 
ratification debates in the states. 


The first problem with Waldman’s warped 


version of the genesis of the Second 
Amendment is that the people meant to 
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The Founding Fathers recognized that the primary reason to 
protect the right to keep and bear arms was to preserve the 
ability of the people to defend themselves against the inevitable 
attempts of those in power to seize more power. 


“bear arms” in the carrying out of “mili- 
tary activities” were not organized in mi- 
litias, they were individuals, who, as he 
correctly points in his article “expected to 
be able to own guns, a legacy of English 
common law and rights.” 

Militias are made of individuals. Mili- 
tias are formed by individuals combining 
their independent rights of life and liberty 
into a collective, protective force. Since 
a militia is a collection of individuals 
choosing to unite together for a common 
cause, therefore, in the opinion of Wald- 
man and those of his political stripe, the 
individual has no right to keep and bear 
arms. Again, it’s a twisted application of 
the transitive property: If only militias 
can bear arms and individuals are not al- 
lowed to bear arms and there is no militia 
without individuals, then individuals are 
not allowed to bear arms. One imagines 
that this formula strikes closer to the 
mark of the true agenda of the Waldmans 
of the world. 

As for the claim that the records of the 
Convention of 1787 and the ratification 
debates contain only “a few scattered” 
words about the Founders’ conception of 


the locus of the right to bear 
arms, the claim could not be 
more disingenuous or more 
disprovable. 

First, there would be no need 
to define something that every- 
body understood. You won’t 
find many references to the fact 
that the Founders considered the 
right to attend church as a part of 
the free exercise of religion, but 
that doesn’t mean they didn’t 
believe it. In fact, it means quite 
the opposite. So certain were 
they of the relationship between 
the two, there would have been 
no need to point it out. 

That said, consider the fol- 
lowing example of statements 
from the ratification era clearly 
identifying the right of the indi- 
vidual to own (and use) firearms. 

Among those amendments 
proposed in the various state 
ratification conventions was 
one offered in Pennsylvania. 
Number 7 in the Pennsylvania 
list of “propositions” states: 


That the people have a right to keep 
and bear arms for the defense of 
themselves and their own state, or 
the United States, or for the purpose 
of killing game; and no law shall be 
passed for disarming the people or 
any of them. 


They go on to say that a standing army (a 
militia) should not be kept during a time 
of peace because “they are dangerous to 
liberty.” 

Proponents of the president’s proclama- 
tions disarming the people would be forced 
to admit, in light of this ostensibly nonex- 
istent written evidence and in the name of 
intellectual honesty, that they believe the 
people should never be allowed to be armed 
unless they were fighting a war. 

Additional samples of similar state- 
ments are contained in the well-researched 
and remarkably readable book The Found- 
ers’Second Amendment, written by consti- 
tutional scholar and historian Stephen P. 
Halbrook. A couple of examples gleaned 
from Halbrook’s list will suffice. 

During the Massachusetts ratification 
convention, Samuel Adams drafted a pro- 
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Declawed: Within a week of seizing autocratic control of Germany, Adolf Hitler issued orders 
limiting the types of weapons that civilians could own. These orders were the first of many that 
would ultimately disarm civilian Germans, leaving them unable to challenge the powerful Nazi party. 


posed amendment that would protect the 
right of “peaceable citizens” to keep “their 
own arms.” 

The convention in New Hampshire 
recommended an amendment stating that 
“Congress shall never disarm any citizen” 
unless that person is in rebellion. 

In Virginia, the ratification debate fea- 
tured fiery exchanges between The Fed- 
eralist author James Madison and perhaps 
the greatest American orator (and oppo- 
nent of the Constitution), Patrick Henry. 

In one of his many speeches, Patrick 
Henry stated that “every man be armed.” 
Nowhere is there even “a few scattered 
words” about freedom to own a firearm 
being a collective rather than an individ- 
ual right. 

George Mason, speaking at that same 
convention (also an opponent of the pro- 
posed Constitution), drafted a proposal 
guaranteeing “the right of the people to 
keep and bear arms.” 

Perhaps the historical fact most fatal of 
all to those who insist that the Founders in- 
tended to deny an individuals right to keep 
and bear arms occurred during the debate 
in Congress regarding the proposed amend- 
ments to be included in the Bill of Rights. 

During those deliberations, the Senate 
— the very first Senate, composed com- 
pletely of men of the Founding generation 
— rejected a proposed restriction on the 
right to keep and bear arms only to main- 
tain “the common defense.” 


22 


Personal Experience 

Our Founding Fathers knew — and 
Americans should remember — that the 
“shot heard ’round the world” on Lexing- 
ton Green on April 19, 1775 was fired be- 
cause King George sent British troops to 
seize the patriots’ ammunition stockpile 
stored outside of that small Massachu- 
setts village. 

They knew that in the days following 
that battle British general Thomas Gage 
ordered soldiers to go house to house in 
Boston, confiscating all weapons from 
civilians. 

Beyond and before their personal experi- 
ence with disarmament as a tool of tyranny, 
our Founding Fathers learned the history 
of Rome and Greece, and from their child- 
hood they were well aware of this tactic 
popular with those who sought to rule over 
the formerly free people of the past. 

In ancient Greece, Aristotle reported 
that the tyrant Pisistratus, after winning the 
battle of Pallenis, “seized the government 
and disarmed the people.” Then, when the 
people were finally fed up with the taxes 
and the tyranny, they had to turn to Sparta 
for relief, for their own weapons were long 
ago surrendered to a despot promising to 
be “kindly and mild.” 

We, in our time, have witnessed a sadly 
similar tragedy carried out by a dictator 
promising protection. 

Within a week of assuming autocratic 
control of the lawmaking power in Ger- 


many, Adolf Hitler issued the following 
order regarding gun ownership: 


The units of the national revolution, 
SA, SS, and Stahlhelm, offer every 
German man with a good reputation 
the opportunity to join their ranks for 
the fight. Therefore, whoever does not 
belong to one of these named units 
and nevertheless keeps his weapon 
without authorization or even hides it, 
must be viewed as an enemy of the 
national government and will be held 
responsible without hesitation and 
with the utmost severity. 


And, in case there were any doubts about 
the seriousness of the severity, a newspa- 
per entry announcing the edict informed 
citizens: “If we find military weapons 
or ammunition after 31 March 1933, we 
will be forced to proceed ruthlessly.” 

The record is clear. Our Founding Fa- 
thers knew from sad experience and from 
their study of history that one of the tell- 
tale signs of a tyrant is the disarmament 
of anybody who might oppose him. It was 
true in Athens, circa 490 B.C. It was true 
in Germany, circa 1930. And it is true in 
the United States, circa 2016. 

Just as clear is that in the United States 
(and in England for 500 years before we 
declared our independence), the only 
valid basis for law is the consent of the 
governed. In the Constitution of 1787, we 
consented to the creation of three separate 
branches of the federal government, each 
with an enumerated list of powers. Those 
who drafted that document wrote that any 
attempt by one man to exercise powers be- 
yond those granted him in the Constitution 
was an act of tyranny. 

Finally, it is beyond debate that in the 
Constitution, Congress was granted “all 
legislative power” in the United States. 
Regardless of whether they act quickly 
enough or not for his liking, a president 
has no legal authority to “go it alone” and 
issue edicts under the color of law. To as- 
sume those powers, furthermore, makes 
one a tyrant by definition. 

President Obama is filling the shoes 
of a tyrant heel to toe, and the executive 
orders issued by him aimed at disarming 
the people demolish the walls of history, 
law, and the consent of the governed as 
granted in the Constitution. 
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Even as Americans’ actions indicate they are tired of 

government snooping into every facet of their lives, the 
government is trying to do away with publicly available 
encryption. 


by C. Mitchell Shaw 


n the digital age, privacy and liberty 

are inseparable. After all, if someone 

cannot choose who sees their private 
communications, browsing and spending 
habits, personal records, etc., can they re- 
ally be said to be free? As the surveillance 
state grows, privacy and liberty recede. It 
is important, then, for those who love lib- 
erty — and the privacy which is necessary 
to maintain it — to use whatever tools are 
at their disposal to protect themselves from 
mass surveillance. Of course, the surveil- 
lance hawks who are responsible for the 
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growing surveillance state are doing all in 
their power to keep those tools out of the 
hands of private citizens. 

It has been almost three years since 
Edward Snowden leaked a trove of in- 
formation on the unconstitutional mass 
surveillance by government of nearly all 
communication methods used by ordinary 
citizens. Since that time, Americans have 
learned much about what government 
agents, unscrupulous corporations, and 
tech-savvy criminals are doing to spy on 
everything from private conversations to 
banking transactions and everything in be- 
tween. As a result of this ubiquitous sur- 


veillance, many have increasingly sought 
ways to keep their communications, data, 
and transactions private. As many of them 
have found, the most effective ways to do 
this involve encryption. 

In the digital age, people do nearly ev- 
erything on their computers and mobile de- 
vices. They talk, text, e-mail, and use video 
chat. They manage their businesses, trans- 
act their banking, shop, and pay their bills. 
They manage their social media accounts 
and search for needed — and sometimes 
frivolous — information. By using the 
various types of encryption available, they 
can do all these things with privacy and 
security. This means that the ability of in- 
dividuals to access encryption tools is vital 
to privacy and — by extension — liberty. 

It comes as no surprise, then, that the 
very people and institutions responsible 
for the growing surveillance state have at- 
tacked encryption — and those who use 
it — at every juncture. The surveillance 
hawks use the same tactics over and over. 
They accuse anyone who resists the culture 
of surveillance of having something to hide 
and of aiding and abetting terrorists and 
other dangerous criminals. And they pro- 
pose legislation that is both technologically 
backward and dangerous to liberty. 


Judge Richard Posner — the most cited 
legal scholar of the 20th century — said in 
December 2014 that the NSA should have 
free range to “vacuum all the trillions of bits 
of information that are crawling through the 
electronic worldwide networks,” adding 
that the only reason anyone would object 
is because they are “just trying to conceal 
the disreputable parts of [their] conduct.” 
Speaking during a panel discussion on 
“The Future of the Fourth Amendment” at 
the Georgetown University Law Center’s 
conference Cybercrime 2020: The Future 
of Online Crime and Investigations, Posner 
went on to say, “I think privacy is actually 
overvalued. Privacy is mainly about trying 
to improve your social and business op- 
portunities by concealing the sorts of bad 
activities that would cause other people not 
to want to deal with you.” Just in case his 
point was too subtle, he painted as clear a 
picture as he possibly could. “If someone 
drained my cell phone, they would find a 
picture of my cat, some phone numbers, 
some email addresses, some email text,” he 
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said, “What’s the big deal? Other 
people must have really exciting 
stuff. Do they narrate their adulter- 
ies or something like that?” 

But of course, the reality is that 
private citizens need not have any- 
thing nefarious to hide in order to 
feel concern over the erosion of 
their privacy and liberty. The real- 
ity is that everyone has “something 
to hide.” It’s why we have curtains 
and blinds over our windows. It’s 
why we use envelopes for our let- 
ters. We know, deep down, that our 
private lives should stay private. 
What happens when you need to do 
an Internet search for an embatrass- 
ing medical question? What about 
a private, intimate text to your 
spouse? What about that phone call 
where you argue with your spouse? 
People do these things in private 
because they are private. And they 
ought to stay that way. 

Posner himself actually be- 
lieves in privacy — but only for 
himself and his fellow surveil- 
lance hawks in the ruling elite, not for the 
private citizens over whom they exercise 
their rule. In a 2011 case over which Pos- 
ner presided, he interrupted an ACLU law- 
yer who was defending the rights of citi- 
zens to video police officers while in the 
performance of their duties. The Intercept 
reported the exchange as: 


JUDGE POSNER: Once all this 
stuff can be recorded, there’s going to 
be a lot more of this snooping around 
by reporters and bloggers. 

ACLU ATTORNEY RICHARD 
O’BRIEN: Is that a bad thing, your 
honor? 

JUDGE POSNER: Yes, it is a 
bad thing. There is such a thing as 
privacy. 


Posner — a Reagan appointee — also 
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Judge Richard Posner: Called the most cited legal scholar in 
America, he said government agencies should have free range 

to harvest Americans’ personal information because “privacy is 
actually overvalued.” 


attacked the fact that companies such as 
Apple and Google make encryption avail- 
able on their mobile iPhone and Android 
devices. “I’m shocked at the thought that 
a company would be permitted to manu- 
facture an electronic product that the gov- 
ernment would not be able to search.” He 
seemed to miss the irony of making such a 
statement during a panel discussion about 
“The Future of the Fourth Amendment.” 


As 2015 got under way, the attacks on pri- 
vacy and the tools people use to protect it 
only increased. In January, a hacker group 
out of Maryland claiming to be affiliated 
with ISIS hacked the Twitter and You- 
Tube accounts for the U.S. military Cen- 
tral Command and used those accounts to 
post pro-Islamic State messages and vid- 
eos. Though the attack was short-lived and 


there was no evidence that ISIS 
was actually involved, President 
Obama took advantage of the 
“crisis” to call for greater gov- 
ernment control of the Internet 
and denounce privacy and ano- 
nymity tools such as encryption. 
He said the attack was carried out 
by “Islamist Jihadist sympathiz- 
ers” and that where cybersecurity 
is concerned, this “goes to show 
how much more work we need to 
do.” He followed up in his State 
of the Union address soon after 
by calling for more surveillance. 

As President Obama and his ac- 
complices in the FCC pushed “Net 
Neutrality” — granting the federal 
government the authority to regu- 
late the Internet — the surveil- 
lance hawks in both elected and 
appointed government positions 
continued to demonize encryption 
in the hands of private citizens. 
Even as they did so — under the 
erroneous claim that only govern- 
ment agencies need those types 
of tools — one agency after another was 
hacked and the private data of millions of 
Americans was stolen from servers operated 
by the very government that continues to tell 
those Americans that only government can 
protect their privacy and liberty. 

In a series of government database pen- 
etrations linked to both Russia and China, 
tax returns were stolen from the IRS, and 
personnel files — including personally 
identifiable information on more than 22 
million Americans — were stolen from the 
U.S. Office of Personnel Management. The 
latter of those attacks had been going on 
for months and was not discovered even 
after an audit pointed out that the “unquali- 
fied information technology personnel” in 
charge of the database were putting that in- 
formation at risk of just such a breach by 
failing to follow basic security protocols. 
Again, rather than take responsibility, gov- 
ernment officials simply used these attacks 
as a soapbox to call for more cybersecurity 
laws. And more surveillance. And more re- 
strictions on the use of privacy tools, such 
as encryption, by ordinary Americans. 

While overreaching government agen- 
cies at every level claim that ubiquitous 
surveillance is necessary in the fight against 
terrorism and dangerous crime, the real- 
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ity is that it has done little to curtail those 
dangers and has done much to strip Ameri- 
cans of their basic rights. In one of the in- 
ternal NSA documents leaked by Edward 
Snowden, a signals development analyst 
wrote, “By sheer luck (and a ton of hard 
work) I discovered an important new ac- 
cess to an existing target.” What this means 
is that rather than having too little informa- 
tion to parse through, data analysts in the 
employ of the surveillance state have too 
much. If what they claim to be looking for 
is the proverbial needle in a haystack, add- 
ing more hay is not the answer. 

A case in point is that even with all of 
the surveillance conducted by the NSA and 
other three-letter federal agencies, terror- 
ist attacks — such as the Paris attack in 
November and the San Bernardino attack 
in December — continue to take place. It 
would appear that the surveillance hawks 
would rather rely on “sheer luck” than to 
re-examine their model. In fact, rather than 
own up to the failures of mass surveillance, 
they actually made the audacious claim that 
what is needed is more surveillance. And 
as in the other cases, they placed the blame 
for their failures on the use of encrypted de- 
vices by ordinary citizens. The surveillance 
hawks seem to believe that liberty and se- 
curity cannot coexist. Given the choice, 
they opt for sacrificing liberty for the sake 
of promising security. 

Ignoring the warnings and the pleas of 
more than 140 tech companies, trade asso- 
ciations, computer and policy experts, and 
civil society organizations, many elected 
officials and bureaucrats whose careers are 
inextricably tied to the surveillance state 
have called for weakening encryption stan- 
dards. They have called for “back doors” 
to be written into the encryption software. 
These back doors would allow government 
agencies to circumvent the encryption that 
millions of people use to protect their per- 
sonal data and private communications. 

When Apple announced in late 2014 
that iOS 8 would be released with full en- 
cryption activated by default, and Google 
followed suit by offering better default 
encryption in Android 5.0, FBI director 
James Comey accused the companies of 
“market[ing] devices that would allow 
someone to place themselves beyond the 
law.” Of course, he trotted out Big Gov- 
ernment’s two favorite beasts of burden: 
children and the fear of terrorism. “The 
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notion that people have devices, again, 
that with court orders, based on a show- 
ing of probable cause in a case involving 
kidnapping or child exploitation or ter- 
rorism, we could never open that phone? 
My sense is that we’ve gone too far when 
we’ve gone there,” he told CBS News. 
This writer’s sense is that we’ve gone too 
far when we’ve gotten to a place where 
an unaccountable government feels free to 
cast a net of surveillance over the innocent 
and the guilty alike. 

More recently, Senator Richard Burr 
(R-N.C.), chairman of the Select Com- 
mittee on Intelligence, had an article pub- 
lished in the Wall Street Journal in which 
he claimed that the use of encryption en- 
ables “murderers, pedophiles, drug dealers 
and, increasingly, terrorists” to carry out 
their fell deeds. He also said, “Encrypted 
devices block law enforcement from col- 
lecting evidence. Period.” 

NSA director Admiral Michael Rogers 
has said that he believes the best solution 
is to have the encryption key broken into 
parts and held by multiple parties. That 
way, he says, no one agency could use the 
key to break the encryption on a device. 
In light of the complicity and cooperation 
between the agencies already spying on 
American citizens, breaking the key up 
and distributing it to multiple agencies 
would not be likely to protect the rights, 
liberty, or privacy of American citizens. It 
would still ultimately boil down to a mat- 


ter of trust, and the surveillance hawks 
have proven their untrustworthiness. 


Who, What, How 

Agents of the U.S. government are not 
alone in their efforts to spy on the commu- 
nications of not only Americans, but of the 
whole world. Intelligence organizations in 
the United Kingdom, Australia, Canada, 
and New Zealand — which along with 
the United States are known as the Five 
Eyes nations — routinely work together to 
circumvent laws that would prohibit those 
intelligence organizations from spying on 
their own citizens. Instead, each nation 
collects data on the other nations’ citizens 
and then shares that data with the intel- 
ligence organizations whose own nation’s 
laws would prevent them from collecting 
it. One glaring example of this was con- 
firmed in January 2015 when The Guard- 
ian reported on a leaked document that 
showed that GCHQ — the British equiva- 
lent of the NSA — had intercepted 70,000 
e-mails to and from journalists at major 
media outlets in both the United States and 
the United Kingdom. 

As Edward Snowden pointed out in 
his interview with Ewen MacAskill in 
the documentary Citizen Four, after 9/11 
the signals intelligence (SIGINT) capa- 
bilities of the Five Eyes were expanded 
to include “the vast majority of human 
and computer-to-computer communica- 
tions — device based communications 


By using encryption tools to secure their telephone calls, texts, and other communications, 
many Americans have placed those communications beyond the reach of government 


surveillance. 
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— which sort of inform the relationships 
between humans.” Snowden also said that 
these communications are “automatically 
ingested, without targeting, and that al- 
lows individuals to retroactively search 
your communications.” 

So, gone are the film-noir images of 
trench-coated agents huddled in a dark, 
smoky basement somewhere listening to 
scratchy real-time surveillance over large 
headphones, anxious not to miss that one 
important piece of information. In the mod- 
ern surveillance state, it’s all handled by 
computers. Federal agents can now simply 
call up the logs of the communications of 
anyone, from any time, from anywhere, and 
listen to them at any time. Complex 
computer programs search for key- 
words that trigger an alert, and then 
individual agents read, listen, or 
watch at leisure. It is surveillance 
almost without limits. 

Considering the invasive, ubiq- 
uitous, indiscriminate surveillance 
conducted by government agencies, 
is itreally any wonder that individu- 
als concerned about privacy and lib- 
erty would look for ways to protect 
both their data and their communi- 
cations? The ubiquitous encryption 
about which the surveillance hawks 
spend so much time complaining 
is merely the free-market answer 
to ubiquitous surveillance. Apple, 
Google, and other companies are 
simply responding to the demands 
of their customers. 

Because modern public-key 
encryption is unbreakable, it puts 
control in the hands of the users. By 
doing so, it takes control away from 
the surveillance state. So, those who 
have built their careers in the sur- 
veillance state demand back doors 
to let them back in so that they can 
take control back from the users. 

Setting aside the certainty that 
the myriad of intelligence orga- 
nizations (both American and 
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foreign) that have been spying on all of 
us would abuse these back doors if they 
were ever implemented, the simple fact 
is that there is no secure way to create a 
back door that could only be used by gov- 
ernment agencies. That’s just not the way 
encryption works. Anyone with the key 
— whether government agent or criminal 
hacker — would have access to the data. 
The damage that would be done to both 
the privacy of individuals and the ability 
to securely transact business would be im- 
measurable. 

There are many types of encryption 
available, but they basically fall into two 
categories: encryption of data at rest (such 


Encryption of devices and communications is a primary 
way to protect privacy. Because it makes data inaccessible to 

surveillance, the surveillance hawks have attacked it as a tool of 
terrorists and criminals. 


as documents, pictures, videos, etc. stored 
on a hard drive or other media) and en- 
cryption of data in motion (such as phone 
calls, e-mail, and text messages). Good, 
strong encryption works — in either case 
— by converting the data into an unintel- 
ligible string of random characters using 
an unbreakable key. The data can then 
only be decrypted by using the correct 
key. The keys are protected by strong 
passphrases. If the passphrases are strong 
(meaning they are sufficiently long and 
random), the encryption cannot be bro- 
ken. Both categories of encryption have 
come under fire as the surveillance hawks 
have become frustrated by their inability 
to access the data that is encrypted. And 
both categories have a growing user base, 
as more and more people see the need to 
adopt this technology. 

By using strong encryption to protect 
the contents of the hard drives in their 
computers and the storage in their mobile 
devices, users put themselves in a posi- 
tion to have ultimate control over 
their data at rest. This means 
that if their computer or mo- 
bile device is stolen, seized, or 
searched, their data is secure. The 
final decision about who sees that 
data is in the hands of the user, 
who owns the data. Likewise, 
by using strong encryption to 
protect telephone calls, text mes- 
sages, e-mail, and other forms of 
electronic communication, users 
gain ultimate control over their 
data in motion. This means that 
no one intercepting those com- 
munications will have access to 
their contents. Since courts have 
historically ruled that the Fifth 
Amendment’s guarantee against 
self incrimination protects an in- 
dividual from being compelled 
to provide the passphrase for 
encrypted devices and commu- 
nications, this serves as a strong 
protection against overreaching 
government agencies. Without 
the consent of the individual, 
not even a government agency 
with a warrant can gain access to 
encrypted devices and commu- 
nications. Since many warrants 
are issued with little in the way 
of meeting the burden of prob- 
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Many “free” online services make huge profits by mining users’ data and selling it to 
advertisers. As this has become normal, it has helped build a “culture of surveillance.” 


able cause — especially those frequently 
issued by secret courts (such as the infa- 
mous FISA Court) — encryption offers 
ordinary citizens an opportunity to protect 
their privacy from the overreaching gov- 
ernment that has increasingly become an 
enemy of that privacy. 


Whose Side Are Corporations On? 
Government agencies, though, are not the 
only enemies of privacy. It may seem, at 
first blush, that the tech companies who 
have supported encryption in the hands of 
private citizens are actively resisting the 
surveillance culture. In some cases this may 
be true. In other cases it certainly is not. 
When Apple and Google offer strong en- 
cryption built into their devices, they have 
their own reasons for doing so. One reason 
is market demand; for any company to suc- 
ceed in a competitive market, it must offer 
something consumers want to buy. This is a 
basic principle of the free market. 

Another reason could be that these com- 
panies routinely receive an increasingly 
large number of requests and demands 
from law enforcement at all levels to as- 
sist in accessing the data on devices used 
by suspects. Having helped build a culture 
of surveillance by mining the data of their 
users for advertising purposes, it appears 
they want to continue to reap the benefits 
of that surveillance without having to 
pay the price for it. By offering encryp- 
tion standards that make it impossible for 
them to comply with the requests and de- 
mands of law enforcement, the companies 
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remove themselves from the equation. 
While this is good for users, it probably 
should not be seen as a philosophical shift 
in the way these companies view the pri- 
vacy of those who use their services. 
Both Apple and Google have long and 
checkered pasts concerning the privacy of 
those who use their devices and services. 
For instance, even after announcing the 
new encryption-by-default feature in all 
devices running iOS 8 and above, Apple 
was found — in some cases — to be stor- 
ing users’ data to the iCloud service by 
default and without the explicit consent 
of those users. It appears that after The 
Guardian and other news sites reported 
on this, Apple has begun addressing that 
issue, but the fact remains that the issue 
should not have existed in the first place. 
If the company truly made users’ privacy 
a primary concer, as it claims, asking for 
permission before moving private files 
from users’ devices to cloud storage — 
and out of the users’ control — would 
seem a simple conclusion. For its part, 
Google makes the lion’s share of its prof- 
its by mining the data of those who use 
its services. At times the search giant has 
done this even after explicitly promising 
not to. In December 2015, the Electronic 
Frontier Foundation (EFF) — an organiza- 
tion dedicated to protecting and preserving 
digital liberties — filed a complaint with 
the FTC accusing Google of spying on stu- 
dents via the use of Chromebooks and the 
Google Apps for Education (GAFE) suite 
of educational software in schools, even 


after signing an agreement almost a year 
earlier saying it would not do so. 

In a press release, EFF Staff Attorney 
Nate Cardozo stated, “Despite publicly 
promising not to, Google mines students’ 
browsing data and other information, and 
uses it for the company’s own purposes. 
Making such promises and failing to live 
up to them is a violation of FTC rules 
against unfair and deceptive business 
practices.” He added, “Minors shouldn’t 
be tracked or used as guinea pigs, with 
their data treated as a profit center. If 
Google wants to use students’ data to ‘im- 
prove Google products,’ then it needs to 
get express consent from parents.” 

Other tech companies, including social 
media giant Facebook, also make huge 
profits mining users’ data and selling it to 
advertisers. In April 2015, it was reported 
that Facebook is tracking Internet users 
— even those who are not logged in to a 
Facebook account — and capturing their 
browsing habits across the web. In many 
cases, the tracking involves users who do 
not even have a Facebook account. The 
method by which Facebook tracks users is 
the “Like” button found on most websites. 
Sites that have the button must allow cer- 
tain computer scripts to run. These scripts 
allow Facebook to see what websites users 
visit even if the users do not click the but- 
ton. Facebook then uses that information 
to allow advertisers to direct their ads to 
targeted users. In many cases this involves 
individuals who have either never had a 
Facebook account or have canceled their 
Facebook accounts. Since those users have 
not agreed to Facebook’s privacy policy, it 
is a clear violation of privacy. 

Part of the problem is that America is 
in very real danger of becoming a self- 
surveillance society. The surveillance 
state exists within a culture of surveillance 
created by the incestuous relationship be- 
tween overreaching government agencies 
and nosy corporations. And they are abet- 
ted by the very people whose privacy and 
liberty are being violated. It’s a sort of 
digital Stockholm syndrome. Because of 
the convenience of many of the services, 
many users often give little thought to the 
price they pay in lost liberty and privacy. 
With the proliferation of surveillance as a 
“convenience feature” or as a prerequisite 
to using otherwise useful tools, is it any 
wonder that a Pew study in 2014 found 
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that privacy is eroding, with many ac- 
cepting that erosion as normal? And with 
greater acceptance comes greater erosion. 
In the Pew study, Paul Saffo, managing di- 
rector at Discern Analytics and consulting 
associate professor at Stanford University, 
was quoted as saying, “While Americans 
claim to care about privacy, they care even 
more about convenience. Americans have 
happily sacrificed their privacy over the 
last several decades, and will continue to 
do so, even as they complain.” He added, 
“Privacy has already shifted from being a 
right to a good that is purchased. Privacy- 
as-good will continue to advance and be- 
come the 2025 norm.” 

Hal Varian, who has a vested interest in 
creating a self-surveilling society as chief 
economist for Google, is aware that some 
of us will not go quietly into that dark Uto- 
pian night. His response to the Pew survey 
was very telling. “Of course, there will be 
people who choose not to use such services, 
but they will be a small minority. Everyone 
will expect to be tracked and monitored, 
since the advantages, in terms of conve- 
nience, safety, and services, will be so 
great. There will, of course, be restrictions 
on how such information can be used, but 
continuous monitoring will be the norm.” 

Microsoft seems to believe that as 
well. With the release of Windows 10 in 
late July, the software giant offered free 
upgrades to the new operating system for 
anyone already using either Windows 7, 8, 
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or 8.1. What the company did not tell users 
is that the upgrade is free as to price, not 
as to liberty. When Microsoft announced 
the “free” upgrade, many were left won- 
dering why the company would give away 
licenses to use the new operating system. 
It appears that the reason is simple: greater 
data-mining opportunities. Windows oper- 
ating systems have long included security 
weaknesses that leave users vulnerable 
to spying and data-mining from others. 
What is different with the newest iteration 
of Windows is that Microsoft is directly 
involved in that spying and data-mining 
and has built the entire operating system in 
such a way as to allow it. That is the very 
definition of spyware. 

To install the Windows 10 upgrade, 
users must agree to the Microsoft Ser- 
vices Agreement and its accompanying 
documents. Few will ever read the terms 
of these documents since they span some 
40,000 words and would run 110 pages 
if printed. As is to be expected, most of 
the terms are written in legalese and are 
not overly easy to understand. There are 
some parts of the terms that users need to 
be aware of, though, because agreeing to 
them grants Microsoft the right to read, 
save, and share anything stored on or ac- 
cessed using any computer running Mi- 
crosoft Windows, as well as any computer 
using Microsoft products or services. 

After this was reported, many Micro- 
soft users declined the invitation for the 
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Since Windows monitors users’ activities and data and reports back to Microsoft, many users are 
migrating to the Linux operating system, which offers more liberty and privacy. 
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“free” upgrade, preferring instead to stay 
with either Windows 7, 8, or 8.1. What 
many of them did not realize at that time 
is that Microsoft had begun back-porting 
the spyware features of Windows 10 to 
those older operating systems. Once that 
was reported, many of those users made 
the choice to replace Windows with any of 
a variety of distributions of the Linux op- 
erating system, which is free to download 
and runs on almost all modern hardware. 
Since the Linux operating system is built 
on open-source software, it is designed to 
allow users to exercise greater liberty and 
privacy than either Windows or Mac. It 
also allows the use of other open-source 
software tools to increase privacy and lib- 
erty even more. 

As aresult, despite Microsoft’s claims, 
adoption of Windows 10 is languishing. In 
fact, a recent report shows that there are 
currently more people using Windows XP 
— which, due to reaching end-of-life, has 
not received security updates or patches in 
over a year — than are using Windows 10. 

Since any chain is only as strong as 
its weakest link, Microsoft is risking the 
privacy and liberty of users by converting 
its operating system into spyware. Worse 
than that, though, is the fact that many 
businesses and government offices use 
Microsoft products, as well. This will pro- 
vide yet another weak spot in the security 
of these systems, allowing government 
agents, unscrupulous corporations, and 
tech-savvy criminals even greater access 
to penetrate these systems. 

So, while 2015 saw both an increase in 
the level of surveillance and calls at every 
level of law enforcement for restrictions 
on the use of privacy tools in the hands of 
individuals, if the increased use of encryp- 
tion and resistance to accept the surveil- 
lance “features” of Microsoft’s products 
and services is any indication, the tide may 
be turning. As more and more Americans 
are becoming aware of the need to protect 
their privacy, they are responding to what 
they understand. What is needed is greater 
understanding. University of Washington 
associate professor of communication 
Gina Neff told Pew, “People will be in- 
creasingly more accepting of exchanging 
privacy for services and customization, 
unless advocacy and education efforts are 
increased now.” Concerned Americans 
have their work cut out for them. 
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The new Stars Wars trilogy is off to a promising start, as it revolves around a good 
storyline, strong differentiation between good and evil, and lots of action. 


by Charles Scaliger 


ummer of 1977 was my first as a 
teenager. It was also the last time I 
saw my grandfather. It was the year 


after America’s bicentennial, in which my 
younger brothers put on a family Fourth of 
July pageant called “201!” And it was the 
summer of Star Wars, which my favorite 
uncle, a sci-fi buff, took me to see a few 
weeks after its debut in late May. 

To a boy raised without a television 
in the house, and whose cinematic expe- 
rience up to that point consisted of the 
likes of The Wizard of Oz, Bambi, and Pi- 
nocchio (the latter two in a drive-in that 
has long since been torn down), George 
Lucas’ inaugural space opera was practi- 
cally a religious experience, as it was for 
hundreds of millions of other theatergoers 
the world over. From the dramatic opening 
space battle high above the desert sands of 
Tatooine, with its iconic double sun, to the 
climactic confrontation between good and 
evil in the strangely sonorous space above 
the Death Star, the grand tableaux of the 
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galaxy far, far away were unlike anything 
ever seen before on the silver screen. 

For one thing, the original Star Wars is 
generally considered to have been the first 
movie ever to use what is now called CGI 
— in the rendering of lightsaber blades 
and bursts from blasters. That film, and 
its two successors, which gave English a 
new onomatopoeic word (the “Pew! Pew!” 
of blasters and similar space weapons), 
also enriched the American vernacular to 
a greater degree than any film (including 
The Wizard of Oz and The Princess Bride) 
before or since. The 1980s were dominated 
by the politics of the Soviet Union’s “Evil 
Empire” and President Reagan’s “Star 
Wars” proposed anti-missile weapon sys- 
tem. Mos Eisley’s “wretched hive of scum 
and villainy,” Yoda’s peculiar cadences 
and syntax, and the franchise’s signature 
phrase, “May the Force be with you,” have 
all entered the American folk lexicon, ap- 
parently for good. A dizzying array of char- 
ismatic alien races and characters, from 
the villainous Jabba the Hut to the valiant 
Chewbacca and the cuddly Ewoks, have 


become permanent fixtures on the cultural 
scene. To be unaware of who Luke Sky- 
walker or his father are, or how the Death 
Star was destroyed, or what carbonite and 
Han Solo have to do with one another, is to 
be a modern pop-culture ignoramus. 

The first Star Wars trilogy was followed 
a generation later by a second, a series of 
three prequels that were as weakly plotted 
as they were stunning in CGI artistry. None 
of these has enjoyed anything like the cul- 
tural canonization of the first trilogy, in no 
small measure because everyone already 
knew how they were going to end (That 
cute little pod-racing kid? He’s going to 
become cinema’s ultimate Dark Lord. Oh, 
and his love interest, Natalie Portman’s 
Princess Padmé Amidala? Doomed.). 

Despite the less-than-satisfactory results 
of the second trilogy, George Lucas’ ulti- 
mate dream of a third trilogy was not to 
be denied, though Lucas himself decided 
to sell the rights to the franchise to Disney 
Corporation for $3 billion. Disney in turn 
decided to trust the franchise reboot (in the 
first of three genuine sequels this time, set 
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roughly 30 years after Return of the Jedis 
triumphant conclusion) to a proven young 
director and producer of TV and cinematic 
fantasy and sci-fi, J. J. Abrams, regarded by 
many as Steven Spielberg’s heir apparent. 
It has proven — at least to this theater- 
goer and the vast majority of others around 
the world — to be a fortuitous decision. 
Star Wars: The Force Awakens was re- 
leased in December to almost universal 
acclaim. Despite a little grumbling by a 
minority of hard-boiled reviewers over 
the similarities in plot between The Force 
Awakens and the original Star Wars (now 
renamed Star Wars: A New Hope), most 
viewers and reviewers alike were dazzled 
by Abram’s restraint and artistry in using 
21st-century special effects, and the pow- 
erful, simple story arc sustained by a host 
of capable new actors (and several familiar 
ones) playing largely sympathetic roles. 
To be sure, The Force Awakens is very 
similar to the 1977 film. Both are set on 
a desert planet and feature gifted waifs of 
mysterious parentage who are pursued by 
an evil imperial government (in the new 
installment, the Empire has been replaced 
by the First Order, but the usual trappings 
— Star Destroyers, white-armored Stor- 
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mtroopers who can’t shoot straight, and 
even a monstrous battle station capable 
of blowing up entire planets — remain in- 
tact). Leading the forces of the new galactic 
Reich is another masked, black-clad devo- 
tee of the “dark side” of the Force, Kylo 
Ren, who venerates the charred remains 
of Darth Vader’s mask and is — we learn 
— the son of some two familiar Star Wars 
characters from yesteryear. 

The storyline is simple: Luke Skywalker, 
last of the Jedi, has disappeared and must be 
found if the Resistance (the new, improved 
“Rebel Alliance”) is to survive. The First 
Order, naturally, wants to find Luke before 
the Resistance does, and wipe out the new 
Republic in the bargain. The two-hour story 
that follows is a loving homage to every 
Star Wars trope we know and love. Casa- 
blanca-esque alien cantina with spacey jazz 
combo? Check. Thrilling lightsaber duels 
and white-knuckle dogfights? Got ’em. A 
robot bearing information vital to the good 
guys and pursued relentlessly by the forces 
of evil? Yup. Space battles that defy the laws 
of physics, with explosions going boom and 
fighter craft inexplicably able to bank and 
roll in airless space? It’s all in there. 

Small wonder that a few jaded critics 


saw J. J. Abrams’ tour de force as little 
more than a warmed-over retelling of A 
New Hope, which in many respects, it 
certainly is. With all its flaws, The Force 
Awakens, along with its three worthy 
predecessors, is all about the story. And 
it is precisely those timeless elements 
of Star Wars, as both Disney and J. J. 
Abrams seem to understand, that are 
worth retelling. 

It is no accident that the original Star 
Wars came to be associated with the dia- 
lectic of the Cold War. When Ronald Rea- 
gan unblushingly called the Soviet Union 
an “Evil Empire,” Americans knew exactly 
where he had expropriated the term — and 
agreed with him. When the press snicker- 
ingly dubbed Reagan’s plan for a missile 
defense system the “Star Wars” program, 
they unwittingly popularized an idea long 
opposed by globalist elites interested in 
keeping the Soviet bloc as menacing as 
possible. The original Star Wars accom- 
plished something that had not been done 
in Hollywood since the heyday of the West- 
ern: It reintroduced Americans to the stark 
contrast between good and evil. In an era 
of cynicism and moral nuance, Star Wars 
gave Americans good guys who dressed 
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in white and fought for freedom, and an 
arch-villain who wore black — including 
a menacing mask — and committed hor- 
rific acts of oppression and mass murder. 
Nowhere, perhaps, in the entire history of 
cinema, have good and evil been so starkly 
differentiated as between the Empire and 
its planet-destroying Death Star, on the one 
hand, and the noble and hopelessly out- 
gunned and outnumbered rebel forces and 
their spiritual leaders, the Jedi knights, on 
the other. At its cinematic heart, Star Wars 
is unquestionably about freedom as bonum 
in se, and about the unspeakable evils of 
bondage and oppression. 

Star Wars is also about mastery of self, 
another theme that makes modern self- 
styled sophisticates squirm. In order to 
master the ways of the Force, Luke must 
master himself, especially his anger. In his 
confrontation with the evil emperor and 
Darth Vader, he is told to give in to his 
anger and to let hate “flow through” him; 
only when Luke definitively renounces his 
anger and hate does victory over the min- 
ions of the dark side of the Force become 
possible. Of the other passions of the flesh 
Star Wars has little to say (except in the 
implied lechery of Jabba the Hut), but the 
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single-minded devotion of Luke, Leia, and 
the other members of the rebel alliance to 
the cause of freedom precludes any self- 
ish carnality; there are neither saloons nor 
camp followers at the rebel bases. 

Finally, Star Wars is about redemption. 
We learn, in one of the greatest moments 
in cinematic history, that even the blackest 
villain, Darth Vader, still retains some good 
inside (though his master the emperor does 
not). It is his love for his son and conse- 
quent decision to rescue him from death 
at the emperor’s hands that leads to his 
redemption and to Luke’s survival. And it 
is this dramatic moment, at the climax of 
Return of the Jedi, when the arch-villain is 
moved to repentance by the suffering of his 
son, that the Star Wars saga reveals itself to 
be a Christian vehicle — not as overt alle- 
gory, like C. S. Lewis, but as grand-themed 
metaphor a la Tolkien. 

It has been pointed out, with considerable 
justification, that the original Star Wars se- 
ries was rife with references to Eastern 
religion, with the fairly obvious Buddhist 
and Hindu-type imagery associated with 
the Force (similar to the chi of Chinese 
spirituality or the prana of the Indians), the 
Jedi knights (who practice meditation and 
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have the aspect of Asiatic warrior-monks 
like those of the Shao-Lin monastery), and 
many of the Oriental-sounding names, such 
as Obi Wan-Kenobi (Japanese) and Yoda 
(Sinhalese for “giant” or “epic hero”; Yo- 
da’s home planet Dagobah means “stupa” or 
“Buddhist sanctuary” in the Sinhalese lan- 
guage). This practice was continued into the 
second, prequel trilogy, with such obvious 
Orientalisms as Qui-Gon Jinn (Chinese) and 
Princess Padmé (Sanskrit; the word padme 
means “in the lotus,” and is a term refer- 
ring to the eternal feminine principle in the 
famous Hindu “jewel in the lotus” mantra 
om! mani padme hum!). All of these are 
the sort of references to Eastern spiritual- 
ism that would be familiar to any well-read 
Orientalist or Theosophist, and are not at all 
surprising given Hollywood’s generations- 
old fascination with Eastern religion. 

But none of this dilutes the power and 
appeal of Star Wars, in this writer’s opin- 
ion. It must be remembered that Star Wars, 
as well as its creator, George Lucas, was a 


Old meets new: Posters of Star Wars movies 
past and present differ little in style — but 
the new movie is far superior to the second 
“prequel” trilogy produced by George Lucas. 
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product of the seventies, when Eastern spir- 
itualism and New Age mumbo jumbo were 
all the rage, thanks in no small measure to 
their promotion by the likes of the Beatles 
and popular TV shows such as Kung Fu. 
In 1999, the Star Wars franchise was 
rebooted, with The Phantom Menace and 
its two sequels in the prequel trilogy mak- 
ing a fortune at the box office but failing 
to inspire anything like the iconic status 
of the original trilogy. Gone from the new 
trilogy were the simple, engaging charac- 
ters and the straightforward good-versus- 
evil narrative of Lucas’ earlier films. The 
second trilogy was a convoluted tale of 
nuance, seduction, conspiracy, and be- 
trayal, in which the exigencies of realpo- 
litik, with all of its moral duplicity, played 
a prominent role. The oft-maligned char- 
acter Jar-Jar Binks was emblematic of all 
that was wrong with the second trilogy. 
Although it is widely assumed that Binks 
failed as a character because of his an- 
noying, hard-to-understand speech, this 
is not true. Binks (and many of the others 
in Lucas’ new cast of characters) failed 
by having no clearly defined virtues or 
vices. He (it?) takes up screen time with 
actions and monologue that do nothing 
to endear him to the audience or advance 
the plot. The same might be said of Port- 
man’s stilted, brittle Padmé Amidala, who 
is perpetually torn by the amoral, shifting 


interests of power politics and has nothing 
of the panache or sense of moral certitude 
of Carrie Fisher’s Leia Organa. 

The second trilogy was a child of the 
post-Cold War Clinton era, when “preachi- 
ness” was an unforgivable sin in the enter- 
tainment media, when sexual transgressions 
were recast as trivial “lifestyle choices,” 
and when the bright-line certainties of the 
Cold War were replaced by the muddled 
values of a culture no longer secure in its 
sense of manifest destiny as defender of 
the “free world.” As Russia and China dis- 
covered capitalism, in what sense could the 
United States still lay claim to the aura of 
moral rightness as a “shining city on a hill” 
that it had enjoyed since the colonial era? 
In such a context, it is hardly a surprise that 
the second Star Wars trilogy struggled to 
find its footing. How much appeal could 
such themes as redemption, freedom, and 
moral restraint still have? 

As it turns out, quite a lot, as J. J. 
Abrams and Disney are discovering. The 
Force Awakens traffics in all of these, 
and others besides. The good and evil di- 
chotomy has returned to full health with 
a cast of villains as vile as any in the 
original Star Wars canon. The new Death 
Star-like weapon, Starkiller Base, has 
the capacity to destroy entire planetary 
systems with a single blast, as the movie 
devastatingly demonstrates. The forces 


Unlikely heroes: Newly minted Star Wars protagonists Rey (left) and Finn prepare to flee the evil 
forces of the First Order with the robot BB-8. The new movie, including its setting and cast of 
characters, is a deliberate homage to the very first Star Wars movie. 
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of good are as outmatched as ever, and 
the freedom of the galaxy appears to hang 
by the slenderest of threads. Meanwhile, 
there’s redemption for one Stormtrooper 
(memorably played by John Boyega), 
whose conscience will not permit him to 
participate in the massacre of innocents. 
He defects from the First Order, stealing 
a Tie fighter and rescuing a captured Re- 
sistance pilot into the bargain. 

The counterpart to Luke Skywalker’s 
reluctant hero is Rey (endearingly played 
by newcomer Daisy Ridley), a scavenger 
of junk from the wrecked starships that 
litter the sands of her home planet Jakku. 
Drawn by accident into a frantic effort to 
protect the “droid” BB-8, which carries 
information on the whereabouts of Luke 
Skywalker, Rey soon begins to discover 
her extraordinary aptitude for the Force. 
Without the guidance of any sensei-like 
preceptor, she develops the ability to duel 
with lightsabers and even move things 
with her mind. 

Besides plot elements in common with 
the original movie, The Force Awakens is 
also anchored by a trio of characters first 
introduced in 1977. Now more than a little 
long in the tooth, Harrison Ford’s Han Solo 
and Fisher’s Princess Leia join the cater- 
wauling space sasquatch Chewbacca to pro- 
vide continuity from your father’s Star Wars 
to the Millennials’ magnificent upgrade. 

Despite all the similarities between 
the first and latest Star Wars movies, The 
Force Awakens almost always felt fresh 
and exciting to this reviewer. Like the 
original, The Force Awakens is a delight- 
fully Pollyannaish portrayal of good ver- 
sus evil as it ought to be. It is also fami- 
ly-friendly and optimistic, an unabashed 
tribute to the mood of the original. 

But it works, first and foremost, because 
it returns to the timeless themes and sto- 
rylines of the original series. In the post- 
9/11, post-Iraq War world of ISIS and a 
resurgent, increasingly assertive Russia — 
a world in which our own government is 
increasingly turning toward authoritarian- 
ism in the name of suppressing terrorism 
— those universal tropes of good versus 
evil and freedom from oppression once 
again have the power to capture the popular 
imagination. In The Force Awakens, J. J. 
Abrams has managed to recapture the time- 
less appeal of Star Wars. Let us hope that 
its sequels are able to do likewise. Ml 
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Home Sweet Home 


A once-homeless family in Boynton 
Beach, Florida, is homeless no more 
thanks to the efforts of a local police 
officer. 

Grisela Andino and her two daughters 
were sleeping in their car in a Walmart 
parking lot after the person they were 
subleasing their apartment from stopped 
paying rent to the landlord. 

Police Officer Craig Hanning discov- 
ered the family sleeping in their car and 
did some investigating. He learned that 
despite their situation, Andino had never 
missed a day of work, nor had the chil- 
dren, both of whom boast high grades, 
ever missed a day of school. 

Officer Hanning said his findings told 
him that the family was a hard-working 
one that simply hit upon hard times. 
“She wasn’t looking for a handout,” Of- 
ficer Hanning said. “She wasn’t waiting 
for somebody to give her something. She 
was trying to do the right thing and she 
just needed a break. And we were going 
to give it to her.” 

Hanning got to work in the community, 
beginning with his friend Brian Russo at 
Remax Direct. 

ABC 25 WPBF News reported, 
“Russo talked to the 120 agents in his of- 
fice and said every one of them agreed to 
donate to Andino and her children. They 
raised thousands of dollars and also do- 
nated furniture, clothing and other sup- 
plies.” 

Hanning then approached a local tire 
store, Easy Pay Tire. The owner agreed 
to provide Andino four new tires for her 
vehicle. Employees at Easy Pay Tire also 
generously gave donations to the family. 

With the donations from the various 
community organizations, the Andino 
family possessed enough money to rent 
and furnish an apartment. They moved in 
on December 18. 

Hanning’s wife, Amanda, told the 
Good News Network that she was proud 
of her husband, but not surprised by his 
actions. “My husband has been a police 
officer for 18 years,” she said. “He has 
the biggest heart of anyone I have ever 
met.” 


Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 


Mrs. Hanning also asserts that her 
husband’s actions should serve as an in- 
spiration to others. “This is an inspiring 
reminder of how going above and beyond 
to help others in their time of need can 
have a lasting impact,” she added. 


“Tip Thumper” 

Busboy Johnny “Thumper” Duckworth 
showed great integrity when he found an 
envelope full of $100 bills on the floor 
of the Grand Junction, Colorado, diner 
at which he works and turned it over 
to his boss, Randy Emmons. Emmons 
was well aware that Duckworth could 
have used the money, and in gratitude 
for Duckworth’s honesty, set up a “Tip 
Thumper” page that has received nearly 
$30,000. 

Today.com reports that when Thumper 
discovered the money on the floor of the 
diner on December 15, he did not have 
a home, a full-time job, or a vehicle. He 
was sleeping on friends’ couches and rid- 
ing his bike to work despite the cold and 
snow. 

But that did not stop him from turn- 
ing the envelope over to Emmons, who 
found that it contained $3,000. He was 
impressed that Thumper did not think 
twice before turning the money over to 
him. “He’s one of the most honest peo- 
ple I know,” said Emmons. “That’s life- 
changing money for him, and for him just 
to turn it in like it’s nothing, that’s some- 
thing to me.” 

When asked why he did not keep the 
money, Thumper responded, “I did what 
I did because I got a heart. I love the cus- 
tomers here. They treat me really good 
and I give them the respect right back.” 

The money, as it turned out, belonged 
to Darrell Cox, a frequent patron of Ran- 
dy’s Southside Diner. Cox intended to use 
the money for his Christmas shopping, 
and had not realized that the money had 
fallen out of his pocket. 

As a reward for Thumper’s integrity, 
Cox gave him a $300 tip. “It made me 
feel good to know there’s people out there 
in this world who are still super honest,” 
said Cox, 74. “If he had taken that and 
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put it in his pocket, I would never have 
known where it went.” 

But Emmons wanted to do even more 
for Thumper. He created a GoFundMe 
page entitled “Tip Thumper,” with the 
goal of raising $3,000 to help Duckworth 
get a place of his own. 

As of January 21, the page has raised 
$29,265, with donations from over 1,000 
people. 

“T never thought in a million years ... 
we would generate this much attention 
for Johnny. Thank you everyone for your 
donations,” Emmons posted on the page. 


New Bike 


Sylvie Pelesasa, a bus driver in Tacoma, 
Washington, could not help but notice 
that one of her frequent passengers, Lori 
Hiles, was upset when she boarded the 
bus in December. 

Hiles, who has special needs, tearfully 
told Pelesasa that someone had stolen her 
bike, which she needs to get around, Se- 
attle’s King-TV News reported. 

Pelesasa was saddened for Hiles and 
knew that she had to do something. “I’m 
driving down Pacific Ave. and I start 
crying because I’m upset. I know how 
it feels to be violated in that way. I’ve 
been stolen from, and for somebody that 
has challenges or special needs it’s even 
more devastating, so I just told her ‘don’t 
worry, I will make sure you get a bike,’” 
Pelesasa recalled. 

Pelesasa took to her Facebook page to 
share Hiles’ story and request donations. 
In just a few days, she managed to raise 
over $400. 

On December 26, Pelesasa took Hiles 
shopping for a new bike and accessories. 

Pelesasa explains her motivation to 
help Hiles. “I just couldn’t just let it go,” 
she said. 

Hiles, who has trouble speaking, still 
expressed gratitude for the generosity 
Pelesasa and the other donors showed. 
And while Hiles still cannot comprehend 
why someone would steal from her, she is 
moved that others would come to her aid, 
Pelesasa told King-5 News. 

— RAVEN CLABOUGH 


33 


OUR EMPLOYEES ARE THE BEST IN THE BUSINESS 


MECHANICAL cz hay PLUMBING 
CONTRACTOR CONTRACTOR 
CMC008140 CFC09184 


yl 


MECHANICAL CONTRA CONTRACTOR, we. 


JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA GAINESVILLE, FLORIDA 
TELEPHONE: (904) 388-2696 TELEPHONE: (352) 372-3963 


ORLANDO, FLORIDA ST. AUGUSTINE, FLORIDA 
TELEPHONE: (407) 841-4670 TELEPHONE: (904) 810-5918 


DAYTONA, FLORIDA 
TELEPHONE: (386) 546-6039 


524 STOCKTON STREET 
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32204 


SPECIALIZING IN INDUSTRIAL PROCESS AND POWER PIPING, 
ENVIRONMENTAL BALANCE AND CONTROL, 
AUTOMATED TEMPERATURE CONTROL SYSTEMS, 
HEATING, VENTILATION, AIR CONDITIONING, AND PLUMBING 


SHIPPING SUPPLY « Pus 
1. ve 256. S-S8i9 ; 


1-800-295-5510 uline.com 


Making aaeineld 


OBEY 


Government increasingly does what it 
wants. There are two main ways to rein it 
in. History says only one method will work. 


by Joe Wolverton Il, J.D. 


“For it had come about that the tyranny obliterated the Constitu- 
tion of Solon by disuse.” 
— Aristotle, Athenian Constitution, Book XXII 


in our history. We must now decide whether we will walk 

the path of formerly free societies and allow tyrants to rob 

us of what is left of our liberty, or whether we’ll stand up to the 

statists and restore our Constitution and reclaim the fundamental 
rights it was written to protect. 

Among those who profess to be friends of the Constitution, 

two main solutions to the problem facing us have been pro- 
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The First Continental Congress was a convention of the colonies that 
was Called to address a crisis in government. It instantly exercised more 
power than it was allotted by colonial leaders. Such a convention today 
could and would wield equally immense power because powerful people 
would accede to its proposals, and states would feel powerless to resist 
the “popular” recommendations of such an Article V convention. 


posed, solutions that are diametrically opposed: On one side 
you have an unlikely coalition of progressives, socialists, cul- 
tural Marxists, and conservatives who recommend calling for 
a “convention of the states” using Article V as the vehicle for 
forcing our Constitution to fit their idea of good government, 
whether it be through a “balanced budget amendment” or the 
outlawing of private firearm ownership. 

On the other side, there are constitutionalists who prefer the 
surgical solution of nullification. Simply stated, nullification is 
the exercise by the states of the authority they retain under the 
Constitution (as specifically set forth in the 10th Amendment). 

Following this strategy, states would follow the advice of two 
of the most prominent of our Founding Fathers — Thomas Jef- 
ferson and James Madison. 

In the Kentucky Resolution of 1799, Thomas Jefferson called 
nullification the “rightful remedy” for any and all unconstitu- 
tional acts of the federal government. 

The federal government may exercise only those powers that 
were delegated to it. This is made clear by the 10th Amendment: 
“The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitu- 
tion, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people.” Nullification recognizes each 
state’s reserved power to nullify, or invalidate, any federal mea- 
sure that a state deems unconstitutional. 

Nullification is founded on the fact that the sovereign states 
formed the union, and as creators of the contract, they retain ul- 
timate authority to enforce the constitutional limits of the power 
of the federal government. 

There are several benefits for applying this understanding via 
nullification: It is a far safer approach for remedying problems 
caused by violating the Constitution than a constitutional conven- 
tion; it is based on upholding the Constitution and the founding 
principles of the Republic; and it can be implemented by indi- 
vidual states, without having to first get two-thirds of the states 
on board. 

The constitutional convention (Article V) approach is based on 
changing the Constitution. It is risky because the changes could 
end up being as radical as altering the fundamental structure of 
our government — and could even entail an entirely new Consti- 
tution. It is not as risky as seceding from the union and starting 
anew, but it is risky nonetheless. 

On the other hand, nullification is based not on altering the 
Constitution but on enforcing it. States that nullify congressional 
acts or presidential decrees that violate the Constitution would 
not only be stopping the federal juggernaut at their state borders, 
they would also be signaling that the Constitution is so vitally 
important that it must be enforced. 

Despite the promises made by its advocates, the risks associ- 
ated with the Article V convention approach are not theoretical. 
In fact, there have been at least two episodes in America’s rela- 
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HISTORY. 


Did the convention in Philadelphia in 1787 throw out the 


constitution in effect at that time and replace it with a new one, 


radically different from the one already in legal effect? Yes. 


tively short history where Americans in 
desperate need of salvation from tyranny 
have called conventions: the Continental 
Congress and the Constitutional Conven- 
tion of 1787. 

Taking the last first, THE NEw AMERI- 
CAN has published extensive evidence 
that, despite the fact that the product of the 
Constitutional Convention of 1787 was 
the greatest expression of self-government 
ever drafted, the meeting that made it un- 
questionably exceeded its mandate. 

In 1787, the document known as the 
Articles of Confederation was the con- 
stitution of the United States. Its Article 
XIII mandated regarding any changes to 
the Articles: “Nor shall any al- 
teration at any time hereafter be 
made in any of them; unless such 
alteration be agreed to in a Con- 
gress of the United States, and be 
afterwards confirmed by the leg- 
islatures of every State.” 

When the constitutional con- 
vention met in Philadelphia in 
May 1787, that legally binding 
and constitutional provision was 
ignored. From the moment Ed- 
mund Randolph stood and pro- 
posed what was known as the 
“Virginia Plan,” the Constitution- 
al Convention of 1787 became a 
“runaway convention.” 

There’s no debating that fact. 
There was a provision of the ex- 
isting Constitution (the Articles 
of Confederation) prohibiting 
any changes to the Articles with- 
out unanimity. That provision was 
not only disregarded, but was re- 
placed, eventually, by Article VII 
of the Constitution created at the 
convention. 

Article VII of our current Con- 
stitution reads: “The Ratification 
of the Conventions of nine States, 
shall be sufficient for the Establish- 
ment of this Constitution between 
the States so ratifying the Same.” 

That’s quite a bit different. 
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With the approval of that new provision, 
the unanimity rule and the constitution 
were replaced. 

Despite constant reassurances by the 
pro-Article V convention group, there is 
nothing that could prevent a “convention 
of the states” from going down that same 
road. 

As admitted above, we were lucky 
(blessed) to have achieved the results 
of the runaway convention of 1787. The 
question remains, however, in the 21st 
century, would we be so lucky again? 
Not likely. As THE NEw AMERICAN has 
reported in several previous articles on 
the subject, there are scores of socialist 
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Thomas Jefferson supported the secession of the colonies from 
Great Britain, wrote the Declaration of Independence (which justified 
severing ties with the empire of George III), and recommended that 
the “rightful remedy” to federal overreach is nullification. 


organizations slavering at the thought of 
getting their hands on the Constitution 
and making it over into something we 
wouldn’t recognize. 

Two questions will reveal the funda- 
mental errors with this statement and will 
explain why the promoters of the Article V 
convention option try to avoid at all costs 
mention of the Articles of Confederation, 
specifically Article XIII. 

First, was the authority of the consti- 
tutional convention of 1787 derived from 
the constitution in effect when that con- 
vention was held in Philadelphia? 

Yes. The Continental Congress’ report 
calling for the Philadelphia convention 
specifically references the “provision in 
the Articles of Confederation & perpetual 
Union for making alterations therein.” 
Article XII. 

Second question: Did the convention in 
Philadelphia in 1787 throw out the consti- 
tution in effect at that time and replace it 
with a new one, radically differ- 
ent from the one already in legal 
effect? 

Yes. The differences between 
the Articles of Confederation 
and the Constitution of 1787 
are significant, not the least of 
which was the method estab- 
lished for adopting those chang- 
es and endowing them with the 
force of law. What once re- 
quired a unanimous vote, now 
required the approval of only 
3/4 of the states. 

The second example of a 
monumental meeting accumu- 
lating powers beyond those 
anticipated by the states is the 
Continental Congress. 

After fighting for eight years 
to restore their local govern- 
ments and the rest of their God- 
given liberties, the colonies rec- 
ognized a need to cooperate in 
their common opposition to the 
“long train of abuses” commit- 
ted by the crown and Parliament 
of Great Britain. 

In order to hammer out the 
metes and bounds of their re- 
sponses to the royal depriva- 
tion of fundamental rights 
being committed by the king’s 
army and agents in Massachu- 
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setts, a congress of delegates from the 13 
colonies was called. 

This congress possessed neither consti- 
tutional authority, nor any explicit grant 
of power from the several colonies to act 
on their behalf. It was meant to serve as 
a place where the wise and virtuous rep- 
resentatives of the colonies could craft a 
consensus resolution to send to London 
laying out the demands of the people of 
America. 

There is, however, in the history of 
what came to be known as the First Conti- 
nental Congress a cautionary tale for those 
of us in contemporary America who find 
ourselves victims of a tyrannical central 
government robbing us of a roster of fun- 
damental rights. 

The lessons learned by an analysis of 
the proceedings of that First Continental 
Congress have not been explored or re- 
ported, but the urgency of applying the 
lessons learned through such a study can- 
not be overstated. 

The moment during the First Continen- 
tal Congress when Massachusetts asked 
for that body’s ratification of its plan to 
react to British General Thomas Gage’s 
imposition of martial law on Boston is less 
important than the fact that the Bay State 
submitted the question to Congress in the 
first place. 

Massachusetts considered, apparently, 
Congress to possess authority to rule on the 
legality of its actions. That is monumental. 

Did the Continental Congress have any 
such enumerated power? Did that body 
ever claim to have such authority? Were 
the delegates, in their commissions, ever 
granted that authority by the colonial au- 
thorities that sent them? The answer to all 
these questions is no. 

Regardless, the Congress usurped con- 
trol over local committees of resistance, 
endowing itself with the exclusive power 
to drive the American agenda. This was a 
completely extra-constitutional exercise 
of non-delegated authority. 

But once such power was exercised 
and accepted, a precedent was set and was 
faithfully followed — a fearful prospect 
for the possible outcome of an Article V 
convention. 

According to many of its advocates, 
the delegates elected (or appointed) to 
an Article V convention would have no 
power beyond recommending amend- 


Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 


ats al iog 


Go along to get along: 


In his book The Beginnings of National Politics: 
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An Interpretive History of the Continental Congress, historian Jack Rakove provides clear and 
convincing evidence that people and their local governments were — and likely still would 

be — astonishingly quick to accede to the counsel and commands of an extra-constitutional 
convention, demands such as would be made by a “convention of the states.” 


ments to the Constitution; the implicit 
power, however, would be immense and 
could bring into being a completely new 
Constitution, one unrecognizable to the 
one we cherish. 

The actions taken and the effects of the 
actions taken by the First and Second Con- 
tinental Congresses testify to this fact. 

Consider, for example, this statement 
made by historian Jack Rakove regarding 
the First Continental Congress: 


Local committees that had originally 
been instrumental in calling the Con- 
gress were now to be transformed, in 
a sense, into nothing more than the 
administrative agencies existing sole- 
ly to implement the policies and pro- 
grams of the Continental Congress. 


This very scenario could repeat itself 
should an Article V convention be called. 

Americans should take warning. 

As Rakove writes, “By extension, Con- 
gress too would be able to argue that its 
authority flowed from the express will of 
the people.” 

In his book The Beginnings of National 
Politics, Rakove claims that the rapid pace 
of popular (and political) accession to the 
acts of Congress was astonishing. People 
treated the decrees of Congress as legally 
binding orders rather than suggestions that 
they were at liberty to accept or reject. 

Rakove presents evidence, additional- 


ly, that even judges far from the center of 
congressional debates began bending their 
judicial decisions to adhere to the will of 
the First Continental Congress 

Based upon this reaction, Americans 
must appreciate the immense and practi- 
cally uncontrollable power an Article V 
convention could assume. 

There is in the history of the First Con- 
tinental Congress evidence — written his- 
torical evidence — of the runaway power 
such extra-constitutional conventions could 
gain and just how quickly that power could 
be gained and begin to govern. 

Furthermore, with a couple of scattered 
exceptions, colonial assemblies ratified 
the acts and decrees of the First Continen- 
tal Congress. This apparent accession of 
authority served to substantially strength- 
en the power of the Congress. 

To one wary of the purpose and politics 
of potential representatives at an Article V 
convention, this behavior by the colonies 
points out a historically manifested reac- 
tion that state legislatures could (would) 
have to any amendments “suggested” (the 
word used by Article V convention sup- 
porters) by the Article V convention. 

As Thomas Johnson, Jr. wrote to James 
Duane (both members of the Continental 
Congress), “I am afraid ... disapprobation 
of any article might be of infinite mischief 
to our cause.” 

One needn’t have too agile an imagina- 
tion to picture a similar reaction repeated 
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by state legislators and “conservative 
leaders” to the proposals that come out of 
an Article V convention, particularly after 
feeling the peer pressure of other states 
that have already agreed to the “suggest- 
ed” changes to the Constitution. 

By the time the Second Continental 
Congress met, representative Samuel 
Ward wrote, “Being free from all re- 
straints we may deliberate with freedom, 
resolve wisely, and execute with firmness 
whatever the necessities our country may 
require.” 

Rakove points out that the mandates 
and instructions given by colonial assem- 
blies to their congressional delegates were 
sufficiently vague so as to justify Samuel 
Ward’s expression of authority. 

That similar slippery wording in the 
resolutions calling for an Article V con- 
vention or in the commissions given to the 
representatives who would attend is not at 
all a far-fetched fear, particularly in light 
of the list of genuinely socialist and cul- 
tural Marxist organizations that are push- 
ing for the Article V convention. 

These self-interested and designing del- 
egates would “interpret” their mandates 
broadly, broadly enough to destroy the 
Constitution and the concept of federal- 
ism as we know it. 

Historians of the Revolutionary era 
point out that the colonial assemblies were 
weak and practically paralyzed, and this 
impotency only served to embolden the 
Continental Congress in spite of a dearth 
of official or enumerated authority. 

Today, likewise, no constitutionalist 
would deny that state legislatures are any- 
thing other than paralyzed and weak. They 
meekly accept the acts of Congress as if 
handed down on stone tablets from Mount 
Sinai. These state assemblies act as if they 
are nothing more than subordinate agents 
of the federal government. 

This weakness would be used as the 
lever that Article V proponents would 
use to move the convention in the direc- 
tion they desire, regardless of the will and 
mind of the American people. 

Next, consider this description of the 
deliberations, made by Rakove: 


Confident in their authority, the del- 
egates felt no compunctions about 
preserving the privacy of their de- 
liberations. An injunction to secrecy 
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Beyond its bounds: The Second Continental Congress, representing the 13 colonies, declared 
independence from Great Britain. Without any express consent from the colonial assemblies, this 
convention declared war, sent ambassadors, negotiated treaties, and raised armies. Many of the 
delegates recognized that the governments of the newly independent states rightly possessed 
those powers, but Congress assumed the de facto command anyway. 


that Congress adopted on May 11 
[1775] was observed so scrupulously 
in their correspondence that only the 
moder discovery of key documents 
has made it possible to reconstruct 
the critical debates that took place. 


This could easily become a feature of the 
Article V convention, as well. Speeches 
would be made about the “will of the peo- 
ple” and “those who want to derail this 
last, desperate attempt to restore order to 
the republic” and how that noble endeavor 
would be threatened without absolute se- 
crecy. By the time it was over, the dam- 
age would be done and the “will of the 
people” would have been sacrificed to the 
moneyed interests who supported the con- 
vention and paid for most of the delegates. 

Furthermore, just as provincial con- 
gresses were, as Rakove writes, “nominal- 
ly superior” to the Continental Congress 
“in the sense that they formally elected 
and instructed their delegations, in prac- 
tice and in function,” he adds, “they served 
as the subordinate administrative agencies 
of Congress itself.” 

This sort of de facto subordination 
would occur if we ever witness an Article 
V convention. Although the states would 
technically (constitutionally) be superior, 
the convention would assume the superior 
position, and the states would serve only as 
executives of the convention’s resolutions. 

Finally, as the foregoing rehearsal of 


the history of conventions and congresses 
demonstrates, the power that such a body 
could possess is immeasurable at the out- 
set. Regardless of the narrowly tailored in- 
tent of those who might agree with them 
in theory, our own history reveals that in 
practice these extra-constitutional bodies 
exercise immense power, power that many 
of their supporters never wanted them to 
wield — but exactly the sort of revolution- 
ary, radical, irreversible power the forces 
behind them knew they could wield. 

Regardless of promises to the contrary, 
there will be those who would hijack a new 
convention, and the cause it was called for 
— a balanced federal budget amendment, 
for example — and any noble underlying 
principle would be ruined by the billion- 
aires who would be able to purchase the 
power to rewrite the Constitution and pro- 
pel us headlong toward a plutocracy that 
would bring poverty for the masses. 

While the push to hold a second consti- 
tutional convention is progressing in many 
states, there is yet time for concerned 
Americans with a better grasp of history 
than the scholars promoting the event to 
speak up and prevent this convention from 
happening. 

Our knowledge of history should teach us 
not to entrust the future of our Constitution 
to a group of people who make blatantly 
incorrect statements about the power of an 
Article V convention and the history behind 
the powers assumed by similar bodies. 


THE NEW AMERICAN ¢ FEBRUARY 8, 2016 


NOW ONLINE! 


Look Online 


Freedom Index 
Voting Records 1999-2015: 


The index you’ve used to track 
whether your congressman is 
voting according to the Constitution 
now features cumulative scores 
online, as well as scores for former 
congressmen, at TheNewAmerican. 
com/freedomindex. A perfect 
resource for the online activist! 


' ° 6 
ONYX ee ee ee Morinville 


SHOWERS LAVATORIES ACCESSORIES F arms 
re 808 Hill River Road * Brooks, MN 56715 


| 


Growets of 
Soring wheat 


J Thucsoyuedn: 


Y 


202 Anderson Avenue, Belvue, KS 66407 
800-669-9867 (phone) 800-393-6699 (fax) 
www.onyxcollection.com 


EXERCISING THE RIGHT 


Familiar Face 


First Coast News reported out of Colum- 
bia County, Florida, on January 8 about an 
attempted burglary that involved a suspect 
who was no stranger to the homeowner. 
The intruder entered the man’s home in the 
middle of the night, armed with a knife. 
The homeowner, 63-year-old Alberto Ca- 
sola, heard someone enter his house, so 
he quickly grabbed his handgun and went 
downstairs to investigate. Once downstairs, 
Casola witnessed a man enter his living 
room. Casola, fearing for his life, fired at 
the intruder, hitting him in the leg. The in- 
jured suspect fell to the floor and dropped 
his knife. Casola walked closer, but the in- 
jured suspect sprang up and frantically ran 
from the house. Casola wasn’t sure if the 
injured suspect had another weapon and 
would return, so he retreated to a nearby 
bathroom and barricaded himself inside 
and waited for police to arrive. Authorities 
arrived on the scene, followed the trail of 
blood from the house, and located 25-year- 
old Steven Craycraft. Craycraft was taken 
to a nearby medical facility, where he was 
treated for a gunshot wound. Investigators 
later learned that Craycraft had done some 
work at the home previously, and authori- 
ties believe that he may have been attempt- 
ing to rob Casola. 

The Gainesville Sun reported on Janu- 
ary 9 that police do not plan to charge 
Casola in the shooting, since it appeared 
to be a justified case of self-defense. Co- 
lumbia Sheriff’s spokesman Murray Smith 
told the Sun, “Taking what he said into ac- 
count, he’s totally in the clear.” 


Holly Jolly 


OsageCountyOnline.com reported out 
of Lyndon, Kansas, on January 8 about 
some courtroom testimony that detailed 
the tense moments before a homeowner 
shot an intruder. The testimony came from 
preliminary hearings in Osage County 
District Court charging 49-year-old Bruce 
Jolly with three felony charges. Jolly is the 
suspect in the burglary of Ashley Mundy’s 
home, as well as some other felony charges. 

Mundy was home with her four-year- 
old son when she heard the sound of glass 
breaking shortly after midnight. She sat up 
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in bed and, with her heart racing, heard the 
sounds of someone “shuffling” inside her 
home. According to the court transcript, 
Mundy said she “sat up listening,” and 
then quickly “jumped up and grabbed” 
her phone and gun. Mundy told the Osage 
County attorney that she had a concealed 
carry license and had received training on 
how to shoot the 9mm pistol she owned. 
During the incident she loaded her pistol 
and then went down the hallway to investi- 
gate. “I got my gun ready to shoot and then 
saw a stranger walking from the dining 
room to the living room,” Mundy said dur- 
ing the preliminary hearing. The man was 
later identified as Jolly, and Mundy testi- 
fied that she saw him reaching above the 
front door of the house. She believed that 
Jolly may have been trying to disarm her 
security system. Jolly then turned around 
and saw Mundy standing there. “When he 
turned toward me, he turned at me and at 
that time I fired my weapon,” Mundy said. 
She said she was only about four feet away 
from Jolly when she fired, and she was 
sure she had hit him. “He threw his hands 
in the air, screaming, and ran through my 
house,” she said. She yelled at Jolly to 
leave or she would fire at him again. Jolly 
then fled the house through the front door. 
“Once he was out of the house, I secured 
the door and called 911,” Mundy said. 

Overbrook Police Chief Terry Hollings- 
worth testified that when he arrived on the 
scene, he saw Jolly lying in the road being 
worked on by EMS. Hollingsworth also 
testified that police found a large quantity 
of blood inside Mundy’s home where Jolly 
was shot. Osage County Sheriff’s Investi- 
gator Bryan Johnson also testified that po- 
lice obtained a search warrant for Jolly’s 
home and found stolen objects from other 
crimes to which Jolly was linked. 

Jolly was transported to Stormont Vail 
Hospital after the shooting and stayed there 
for two weeks. He was arrested as soon as 
he was released from the hospital. Kansas 
Department of Corrections’ records re- 
vealed that Jolly had a storied criminal past, 
with convictions spanning over a decade. 
The convictions included vehicle burglary, 
criminal possession of a firearm, criminal 
use of a financial card, fleeing and eluding 
police, and possession of opiates. 


“.. the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.” 
_ “RENEE, ~——EEeeeeeeee. 


No Good Deed 


Goes Unpunished 


The NBC affiliate out of Albany, Geor- 
gia, reported on January 6 about a 
woman who was victimized by some- 
one she had previously hired to do work 
around her house. WALB.com reported 
that 56-year-old Arnetta Heath-Heard, 
known to her friends as just “AJ,” was 
at home with a 65-year-old friend when 
she heard him crying out for help from 
another room. “I heard my friend, Mr. 
Thomas, yelling out ‘A.J. get the gun, 
get the gun he’s in here,’” Heard told 
WALB.com. The former teacher quick- 
ly retrieved her gun and ran to help her 
friend. She witnessed a young man as- 
saulting her friend, with her friend being 
beaten so badly that blood was “pour- 
ing” from his face. The woman aimed 
her gun and shot the attacker in the 
leg. She went to fire again, but the gun 
jammed. “I thank God that it did jam be- 
cause I wouldn’t want to take anyone’s 
life.... I don’t want to take something 
that I’m not willing to give,” Heard told 
WALB.com. The injured suspect fled the 
scene, but Heard identified the young 
man as 24-year-old Demetrie Mosley, 
whom she says her son had previously 
hired to do some yard work. Authorities 
are still looking for Mosley, and Heard 
says she lives in fear because the suspect 
is still out there: “What I’m concerned 
with is ... why hasn’t he been arrested 
and who else could be in danger other 
than myself and my friend.” Heard also 
said that it was unfortunate that this 
young man chose a life of crime. She 
said she’s made it a point in the past to 
help young people by hiring them on for 
odd jobs but now is reluctant to do it 
after this harrowing ordeal. “But now 
because of him I’m afraid to even really 
reach out to young males... It really just 
tore me apart.” Heard also said that she 
and her friend are still suffering from the 
attack. Her friend has neck and shoulder 
problems, and she is dealing with mental 
scars. “It’s all because we were attacked 
by this person and this person is still al- 
lowed to walk the streets,” said Heard. Ml 

— PATRICK KREY 
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Subsidizing Rattlebrained 
Transportation Policies 


Item: The Associated Press reported on 
December 3, 2015: “After years of sty- 
mied efforts to address the nation’s aging 
and congested highways and transit sys- 
tems, Congress found the sweet spot for 
passage [of the FAST Act] on Thursday 
— a 5-year, $305 billion bill laden with 
enough industry favors, parochial proj- 
ects, safety improvements and union de- 
mands to gain overwhelming support. The 
bill was approved 359 to 65 in the House, 
and 83 to 16 in the Senate.” 

The bill, the AP went on to say, “boosts 
highway and transit spending and assures 
states that federal help will be available 
for major projects. It doesnt include as 
much money or last quite as long as many 
lawmakers and the Obama administration 
would have liked. Nor does it resolve how 
to pay for transportation programs in the 
long term. Despite that, the 1,300-page 
bill was hailed by industry and public offi- 
cials as a major accomplishment that will 
halt the cycle of last-minute short-term 
fixes that have kept the federal Highway 
Trust Fund teetering on the edge of insol- 
vency for much of the past eight years.” 
ITEM: Also on December 3, The Hill 
(Washington, D.C.) reported: “The 1,300- 
page bill, paid for with gas tax revenue 
and a package of $70 billion in offsets 
from other areas of the federal budget, 
calls for spending approximately $205 bil- 
lion on highways and $48 billion on tran- 
sit projects over the next five years. It also 
reauthorizes the controversial Export-Im- 
port Bank's expired charter until 2019.” 

The Hill also noted that the measure is 
“the first long-term national transporta- 
tion spending package in a decade and 
has been a priority this year for both the 
Obama administration and Republican 
leaders in Congress.”’ 

CORRECTION: The FAST Act, which 
was quickly signed into law by President 
Obama, will do many things, but its name 
notwithstanding, don’t expect it to fix the 
nation’s highways. As has been the case 
for years, the Highway Trust Fund that is 
covered under the legislation has become 
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The blur: Virtually everyone is in agreement that the transportation infrastructure that the federal 


government is in charge of is becoming decrepit, but there are still lots of reasons why the FAST 
Act, which would fund repairs, should have been rejected. 


a catchall of pet projects as opposed to a 
user tax, as intended. 

The voracious federal government has 
a larger appetite than the resources in its 
wallet. If a family acted as Washington 
does, it would be poverty-stricken in short 
order. The feds, on the other hand, simply 
send the bill to taxpayers. 

The federal government usually spends 
about $50 billion on transportation every 
year; it does that despite the fact that the 
gasoline tax that is supposed to pay for the 
highways only brings in around $34 billion. 
Hence the federal solution — employing 
what is termed “offsets” in bureaucratese. 

Over the five years covered by the $305 
billion new law, gas taxes will “only” 
bring in about $235 billion. Congressmen, 
elected to make tough decisions about the 
overspending, passed the buck, literally. 
Passage was overwhelming — by a vote of 
83-16 in Senate and 359-65 in the House. 

The money was found by some horren- 
dously creative means. 

Some of the money — or at least the 
illusion of about $60 billion in funding 
— came by tapping Federal Reserve as- 
sets that were, in part, supposed to be a 
“rainy-day” account to help the bank pay 
for any potential losses. The largest offset 
of $29 billion, pointed out Michael Sargent 
of the Heritage Foundation, came from the 


Fed’s surplus, a move termed “a budgetary 
‘sleight-of hand’ by former Federal Reserve 
Chairman Ben Bernanke, because the gim- 
mick simply shifts the timing of future cash 
flows from the Treasury to the Fed.” 

This gambit drew the ire of many, in- 
cluding former staffers of the Senate 
Banking Committee staff from both sides 
of the aisle and differing opinions about 
the Fed. They agreed, in commentary in 
the Capitol Hill newspaper The Hill, that 
the Fed should not be “used as a random 
piggy bank for the topic de jour.” 

Other assets — more accurately, the 
assets that will seem to pay for the trans- 
portation legislation — are coming by an 
agreement to sell oil from the country’s 
emergency stockpile. As noted by Robert 
Poole for the Reason Foundation, this is 
part of a decades-long trend to add “any- 
thing that sounds good to what is supposed 
to be the federal part of a federal/state/ 
local roadway infrastructure system.” This 
particular paying part, he writes, will re- 
sult by selling 


66 million barrels of oil from the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve to raise 
$6.2 billion (which could only hap- 
pen if oil went up to $94/barrel — 
can’t these guys do math?). A recent 
analysis by Jeff Davis of the Eno 
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Transportation Weekly found that 
nearly all the spending in this five- 
year bill will occur in those five 
years, but most of the pay-fors will 
take place in years six through ten. 

Five years from now, when the 
FAST Act expires, the federal high- 
way and transit program will be 
about 16% larger than it is now, and 
its highway user-tax revenue short- 
fall will be even greater. And nearly 
all the available one-time “pay-fors” 
will have been used. What will Con- 
gress do then? 


Yet more funds will come from those 
paying custom fees as an airline or cruise 
passenger. Some of those user taxes are 
being grabbed to pay for what is largely a 
highway bill. 

There is much more. Writing for Bar- 
ron 8, the financial weekly, Thomas Don- 
lan mentions some of the other 


tidbits and outrages packed into the 
new law. At the top of many lists is 
the resurrection of the Export-Import 
Bank. This little subsidy mill became 
a béte noire for Tea Party Republi- 
cans, but it benefited too many busi- 
ness interests to stay dead for long. 


AP Images 
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The new law has other policy er- 
rors — besides perpetuating a federal 
transportation department at all. 

These include continuation of a 
Buy America requirement in pur- 
chases of transit vehicles, a package 
of subsidies promoting dense devel- 
opment near transit hubs, expansion 
of the Department of Transportation’s 
financial aid to state and local gov- 
ernments for planning and permit- 
ting, and subsidies for infrastructure 
that benefit movement of freight by 
truck and rail companies supposedly 
in the private sector. 


The resuscitation of the Ex-Im Bank in 
this legislation is further proof about how 
difficult it is to bury a federal program. 
Americans with common sense recog- 
nize Ex-Im as corporate welfare and an 
exemplar of cronyism. On the other hand, 
“intellectuals” at the New York Times, for 
example, think the Export-Import Bank’s 
boosts for special-interests are just dandy. 
(Joe Nocera at the Times last year mocked 
conservatives for maintaining that the 
government has no business guaranteeing 
loans if the private sector isn’t willing to 
make them. His reasoning: This “defies re- 
ality. In the real world, there are plenty of 


You brush my suit, and I'll brush yours: As part of the trading for votes that goes on in 
Congress, the Export-Import Bank — which is almost the poster child for corporate-government 
cronyism — became part of the latest transportation act to pass Congress. 


perfectly good loans that the private sector 
won’t make.” Oh. So that means taxpayers 
should be forced to take the risk?) 

The Ex-Im Bank was reauthorized in 
the FAST Act despite having nothing to do 
with transportation, as part of the swapping 
of pork-barrel programs among legislators. 

Even as the interstate highway system 
deteriorates, Congress and the White 
House are spending hundreds of millions 
of dollars on bike trails and other local pet 
projects. Some of these programs may be 
wonderful. But a lighthouse in Virginia 
should not be restored by the gas taxes of 
people in Arizona, Florida, and the rest of 
the United States. 

That, however, is just what happens 
with monies under the Highway Trust 
Fund, through the Transportation Alterna- 
tive Program, which was established in 
2012. As Michael Sargent commented at 
the Daily Signal last June, that program 


siphons funding that otherwise would 
go to highway construction to a vari- 
ety of projects that were traditionally 
in the hands of local governments. 

These include sidewalks, bike 
paths, recreational trails, landscap- 
ing, historic preservation and (most 
oddly) archaeological projects. 

Last year, the Transportation Al- 
ternative Program spent $820 million 
on local projects instead of maintain- 
ing the nation’s highways. 


Because of that program, your gas tax dol- 
lars are being spent on, among other things, 
the Geyser Road-Spa State Park Bicycle/ 
Pedestrian Trail in Sarasota Springs, New 
York, with $1,600,000; the restoration of 
the Cape Henry Lighthouse in Virginia 
Beach, Virginia, to the tune of $160,000; 
planting at Cape Carteret in Carteret Coun- 
ty, North Carolina, with $7,255,055; and 
the Holmes County Trail — the Nation’s 
First Buggy/Bike Trail, in Holmes County, 
Ohio, for a pretty $2,404,480. 

The passage of this bill is just one of 
many ways that Washington mishandles 
transportation issues, generally by stick- 
ing its nose into areas where it has no busi- 
ness in a properly limited government. 
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Some of the meddling comes through 
regulations. The Environmental Protection 
Agency, for instance, has recently dreamed 
up new fuel standards for big trucks. And 
why not? Surely remote bureaucrats in the 
capital know better how to run a key in- 
dustry than the people who are actually in- 
volved in that business day to day. The new 
tules, as even the regulatory-sympathetic 
New York Times has acknowledged, will 
“impose significant burdens on America’s 
trucking industry — the beating heart of 
the nation’s economy, hauling food, raw 
goods and other freight across the country.” 
These rules are expected to “‘add $12,000 to 
$14,000 to the manufacturing cost of a new 
tractor-trailer,” noted the Times. 

Then there is Washington’s mandate 
that huge amounts of ethanol be used in 
automobiles. This hurts both car mileage 
and the environment that it is supposed to 
improve. The requirements imposed by the 
Renewable Fuel Standards have hit Ameri- 
can drivers with an estimated $83 billion 
in additional costs since 2007, according to 
the Institute for Energy Research. 

At the same time, the corn ethanol re- 
quirements have been judged to be an “en- 
vironmental disaster” by the Environmen- 
tal Working Group. As the group has said, 
this “mandate to blend ethanol into gaso- 
line has driven farmers to plow up land to 
plant corn — 40 percent of the corn now 
grown in the U.S. is used to make ethanol. 

The know-it-all Obama administration 
has already fixed, after its fashion, another 
problem in the transportation field — that 
of the occasional delays of airlines. It just 
outlawed excessive delays, though the in- 
dustry had previously warned that there 
would be negative consequences if inflex- 
ible standards were imposed on carriers. 
Still, in 2009, as pointed out by columnist 
Steve Chapman, the administration 


decreed that if passengers on a plane 
are stuck on the tarmac for more than 
three hours, the carrier is liable for 
a fine of $27,500 per passenger — 
which on a typical flight could ex- 
ceed $5 million. 

“Airline passengers have rights,” 
proclaimed Transportation Secretary 
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Where goeth the tax on gas? The Highway Trust Fund, which is supplied by gas taxes and is 
supposed to be the main source of money to fix highways, is regularly raided for any number of 
reasons, such as building trails through parks and historic preservation projects. 


Ray LaHood, “and these new rules 
will require airlines to live up to 
their obligation to treat their custom- 
ers fairly.” 

But for almost every government 
action, there is an unwanted outcome. 


The airlines’ reactions were predictable. 
As an MIT study showed, there was a large 
increase in cancellations by carriers trying 
to escape the staggering fines. Rather than 
a long delay before taking off, noted Chap- 
man, passengers were finding themselves 
“waiting even longer to catch another 
flight. They may be stuck at airports far 
from home, sitting or sleeping on the floor. 
They may miss connecting flights. They 
may also incur expenses for food, lodging 
and other needs. Some of them won’t ever 
get where they planned to go, because the 
delay renders the trip pointless.” 

If Congress had the gumption, it could 
save more than $11 billion in one swoop 
this year in federal construction costs. 
That’s the estimated savings that would be 
realized by repealing the Davis-Bacon Act. 

Indeed, because of the law, fewer proj- 
ects are completed and fewer people are 
employed. Studies have shown that only 
four miles of highway might be built rath- 
er than five miles. 

Representative Steve King (R-Iowa) 


rightly observes that Davis-Bacon is a 
wage subsidy law that is 


the last remnant of the old racist 
Jim Crow laws [that] was designed 
to block American blacks from con- 
struction jobs in the northeast. It 
requires that each public works con- 
tract over $2,000 contain a clause 
that mandates “prevailing” wages 
be paid. Contractors and subcontrac- 
tors are forced to pay a “prevailing 
wage” set by the federal government. 
However, a recent government study 
showed that “prevailing wages,” as 
determined by the federal govern- 
ment, were in error 100% of the time. 

In fact, these wages rarely re- 
semble local market conditions. In 
practice, Davis-Bacon wage scales 
are inflated union wages imposed on 
even the smallest of start-up compa- 
nies. Davis-Bacon wage rates are on 
average 22% higher than the standard 
wage rate in an area. 


Axing that outdated law as part of the recent 
transportation package would have been a 
reform that could have helped the highways 
and saved money. Naturally, doing that 
made too much sense for the Congress. ll 
— WILLIAM P. Hoar 
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stoop TPP, Stop the SOE Invasion 


ot a lot of people 
on Main Street paid 
much attention when 


Singaporean investment firm 
Temasek Holdings celebrat- 
ed the opening of its U.S. 
office with a grand soirée on 
June 27, 2014, at midtown 
Manhattan’s famous Wal- 
dorf Astoria Hotel. But the 
titans of Wall Street surely 
paid notice. Goldman Sachs 
CEO Lloyd Blankfein was 
there. As were Black Rock 
CEO Larry Fink, JPMorgan 
Chase CEO Jamie Dimon, 
and Kohlberg Kravis Rob- 
erts & Co (KKR) chairman 
Henry Kravis — along with 
hundreds of other denizens of the investment-banking world. 

Temasek, a sovereign wealth fund with a reported $179 bil- 
lion in assets, is Singapore’s top State-Owned Enterprise (SOE). 
Over the past few years, Temasek has been acquiring stakes in 
U.S. companies, such as investment firm Merrill Lynch, life- 
sciences company Thermo-Fischer Scientific, biopharmaceu- 
tical producer Gilead Sciences, alternative-energy firm Clean 
Energy Fuels Corp., and shale-energy firm FTS International. 

Sitting on the board of directors at Temasek is Robert Zoel- 
lick. Yes, the same Robert Zoellick who, as George W. Bush’s 
trade representative, engineered much of the so-called Free Trade 
Agreement (FTA) agenda, including the Trans-Pacific Partnership 
(TPP) — before getting promoted to chief at the World Bank, 
where he funneled an estimated $300 billion to various regimes 
commonly referred to as “developing nations.” (Much of that, 
of course, was taken by force by the U.S. government from the 
American taxpayers to fund our FTA “partners.’’) 

Yes, it’s also the same Robert Zoellick who has returned to 
his old alma mater, Goldman Sachs, where he now chairs its 
international advisory board. Goldman Sachs, naturally, is on 
the front line of those firms that stand to rake in billions of 
dollars from business conducted with the State-Owned Enter- 
prises of those U.S. taxpayer-funded regimes. And yes, it is the 
same Robert Zoellick who co-chairs the Independent Task Force 
on North America at the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), 
where he has been a longtime member and served as a director. 
The CFR, of course, is and has been the principal propaganda 
fountainhead for not only the TPP, but for virtually every global- 
ist assault on national sovereignty. 

The SOEs are coming, and will be coming on with a vengeance 
if the Trans-Pacific Partnership is approved by Congress. As we 
have covered in more detail in our recent online articles “TPP: 
Great for Vietnam’s Communist Leaders; Bad for Americans” 


Robert 
Zoellick 
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and “TPP’s State-owned En- 
terprises: Unleashing the Big 
Foreign Gorillas on Mom 
& Pop,” the SOE issue fig- 
ures prominently in the TPP 
scheme of things. It begins 
in the TPP Preamble, which 
states that the TPP parties “‘af- 
firm that state-owned enter- 
prises can play a legitimate 
role in the diverse economies 
of the Parties.” An entire chap- 
ter of the TPP text of more 
than 5,500 pages is devoted 
exclusively to SOEs: “Chapter 
17 — State-Owned Enterpris- 
es and Designated Monopo- 
lies.” Then there is “Annex 
IV: State-Owned Enterprises,” 
in which 10 of the TPP members have stipulated their definitions, 
limitations, exclusions, and exceptions to the TPP rules. 

The U.S. trade representative’s office (USTR), now run by 
globalist Michael Froman (former Citigroup exec, CFR member, 
and protégé of Goldman Sachs/Citigroup bigwig Robert Rubin), 
claims: “TPP helps ensure fair competition by making SOEs op- 
erate on commercial grounds, increasing transparency, and re- 
quiring regulatory fairness.” And you just Anow we can take that 
promise to the bank because these are the same trustworthy USTR 
folks who straight-facedly swore the TPP negotiating process was 
being conducted in “total transparency” — while keeping the text 
secret from the American people and inaccessible even to their 
elected representatives. 

However, the Pratt House globalists are not all on cue. In a 
recent interview with Law360, CFR Senior Fellow Thomas J. 
Bollyky acknowledged that Temasek and other sovereign wealth 
funds have been given exceptions in the TPP, which excuse 
them from nearly all prongs of the SOE provisions. 

Some of our TPP partners (currently 11 Pacific Rim states: 
Australia, Brunei, Canada, Chile, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, 
New Zealand, Peru, Singapore, and Vietnam) have large SOEs 
that soon could be posing serious threats to American jobs, and 
to the struggling American small and medium-sized businesses 
that cannot or will not offshore their production. But those 
SOE’s are chump change compared to the mammoth SOEs of 
China, Russia, and India, which are expected to join the TPP 
and/or its expanded version, the Free Trade Area of the Asia 
Pacific (FTAAP). 

There are many additional reasons to oppose the TPP, but 
the agreement’s SOE provisions are grounds enough. Find out 
more at www.thenewamerican.com — and then put your U.S. 
senators and representative on notice that you demand a thumbs- 
down vote on TPP. 
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